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CHAPTER I 
THE INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Probably the greatest single impact affecting the 
growth of a child in his school experience, comes from the 
teacher. Physical facilities, enlightened administration, 
adequate supplies, and modern teaching tools all have their 
importance 1n the educational environment of the child, but 
none of these takes precedence over the influence of the 
teacher. Therefore, most of the material presented in this 
study will deal with the living personality whose daily 
influence on the thirty pupils in his class makes the 
difference between a good or poor teacher-pupil and home-
school relationship. 
1. ·The :Pro.bl efn 
Purpose of .:!!!!!, study. --The pvpG>se of this study is to 
determine what differences, if any, exist in the personal 
characteristics of "effective" and "ineffective" teachers 
at the primary, the intermediate, and the secondary-school 
level and, likewise, to develop an instrument which will 
aid in discovering whether or not good and poor teachers in 
these same divisions tend to expect more or less of children 
than recognized authorities feel they should. It involves 
-1-
2 
the selection of instruments and methods designed to deter-
mine who is the "effective" and "ineffective" teacher and, 
subsequently, to measure certain personal characteristics 
in these teachers with the hypothesis in mind that there 
may be one or more characteristics which will be common to 
teachers in a given category. The study also consists of 
the development of an instrument designed to measure the 
judgments of the teachers classified above with respect to 
child development. 
Guidance ~ teacher training candidates.--Square pegs in 
square holem are the goals of every educational program 
whether it be in journalism, electrical engineering, teach-
ing, or any other field. That personal characteristics 
play an important part in determining teacher success is 
disputed by few administrators and upheld by educational 
research throughout the past twenty years. Justification 
for the undertaking of a study such as this lies chiefly 
in the implications it may have for adjusting present 
teachers and future teachers to the niche where their 
fullest capabilities will be felt by the children and the 
school system where they are working. One can never 
minimize the necessity for a constant search to increase 
the effectiveness of the teacher who is now in the class-
room and to place the teacher now in training, in the type 
of environment where he is most likely to succeed. 
Th~, •differences" hypotbesis.--T.hat "differences" may exist 
in the personal typology of teachers as we investigate them y 
from grade to grade has been suggested by Bartky who has 
3 
written at some length on this subject. Early in the build-
2/ 
ing of the MINNESOTA TEACHER ATTITUDES INVENTORY, Cook-
and his collaborators found that students preparing for 
elementary-school teaching hold relatively different 
attitudes toward children from those held by students plan-
ning to be high-school teachers. Whether or not these 
personal characteristics can be measured, is no longer an 
indefensible question. Many carefully prepared instruments 
for the measurement of personal characteristics are available 
to the researcher and the choice of such an instrument is 
merely a matter of determining which one will best serve the 
needs of a particular study. 
1/John A. Bartky, Supervision As Human Relations, D.C. Heath 
Co., Boston, 1953, pp. 297. --
2/Walter w. Cook, Carroll H. Leeds, and Robert Collis, 
~esota Teacher Attitudes Inventory Manual, Psychological 
Corporation, New York, 1951, pp.15. 
4 
~ •expectancy" hypothesis.--One of the questions which 
invariably bothers teachers and administrators alike is the 
one which concerns itself with how much is expected of cpys 
and girls and whether or not the degree of expectancy--
under and over-- follows any particular pattern from grade 
to grade or between good teachers and poor teachers. y 
McClelland suggests in his research that children, whose 
mothers expected them to meet certain independence demands 
early in life, showed higher achievement later in life than 
those children whose mothers had offered them greater pro-
tection before age eight. This suggests, then, the writer's 
reason for including an instrument aimed at measuring the 
"expectancies" of teachers in order to determine whether or 
not this, too, were a facet of teacher characteristics 
which might show definite change as one compares teachers, 
grade for grade and "effective" against "ineffective." 
While methods of teaching, knowledge of materials, and so o~ 
are all things which the supervisor can readily help his 
teachers improve, the teacher's personal characteristics are 
yet another story. It is true that one can change his 
personal characteristics, but these are usually self-made 
f!oD.C. MCClelland, J. W. Atkinson, R. A. Clark, and E. L. 
owell, The Achievement Motive, Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
Inc., Ne~ork, 1953, p. 297. 
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changes, which sometimes come only after negative experiences 
prompt the change. Desirable changes in personal character-
istics are usually the most difficult for a principal or 
supervisor to bring about in his teachers. Therefore, one 
of the purposes of this study is to discover if there are any 
ways in which job-personality conflicts can be eliminated or 
decreased and teachers assigned to the grade level where 
they will do their best work. 
Specifically the justification for this study lies in 
the fact that: 
1. There is a need to investigate every measurable 
facet of the.teaching personality. 
2. There is a need to discover if there are differences 
among teachers at various grade levels. 
3. There is a need to use every tool possible to bring 
together teachers and pupils whose over-all make-up 
is conducive to good learning.-·· 
4. There is a need for the investigation of devices 
which will predetermine the personal characteristics 
and attitudes of student teachers in order that they 
can be placed in the most compatible teaching 
situation. 
3. The Scope of The Study 
Number of communities involved.--This study is concerned 
with the testing of teachers in the elementary and secondary 
schools of eleven different communities. These communities 
ranged in population from approximately 2,000 to 23,000, 
were, for the most part, suburban, and were located in 
southeastern Massachusetts. While not every school in 
every community was willing to participate, a total of 
twenty-nine schools were included in the project. 
As might be expected, any research dealing with the 
subject of "teacher effectiveness," does not provide the 
healthiest climate for the researcher asking teachers to 
give him three hours of precious after-school time. 
Therefore, it was doubly important that those taking part 
6 
be guaranteed complete anonymity in the subsequent treatment 
of the data gathered. For this reason, the scores of the 
teachers in one of the communities tested were deliberately 
left out. Therefore, should any teacher who participated in 
this study chance to read the summary of findings presented 
here, he might well assume that his scores are part of those 
included in reaching the conclusions set f'orth, or he might 
assume that his score is one of those which were deliberately 
omitted from the study. 
Number of scores involved.--For every teacher tested there 
are: (1) the supervisor's rating, (2) one score on the Richter 
Guide to Standard Interview, (3) ten scores on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Temperament Survey, and (4) one score on the 
Child Development Expectancy Index---a total of thirteen 
evaluative measurements about each teacher. 
Number of teachers involved.--Approximately three hundred 
eighteen teachers were involved in this study. As all of 
this testing was done on the marginal time of the teachers 
who participated, working with them after school hours, at 
7 
noon time, or even in their homes, it is easy to understand 
that there were some people who could not participate in 
the entire study and whose partial scores could not be used 
in the final analysis of data. Groups ranging in size from 
five to thirty-five were given each test on three different 
occasions. 
~ novered ~ ~ study.--The concept and development of 
plans for the study, testing, collection of data, and the 
analysis of the findings, covered a period of approximately 
four years. 
1/ 
Materials developed7 --In completing this study the following 
devices were developed: The Child ·Development Expectancy 
Index teacher summary, the teacher personality summary profile, 
and the supervisory rating sheet. 
Responsibility to teacher&.--In order to gain the cooperation 
of the teachers who participated in this study it was 
1/See Appendices B,C, and D, pp. 267-9. 
necessary to provide each.with a personal summary and 
explanation of his results on eae~ test. The tests were 
administered, scored, and interpreted by the writer to 
guarantee a maximum of anonymity to those taking part. 
4. Defini tiori or Ter.!hs 
8 
"Effective"~ "Ineffective" teacher.--The effective teacher 
in this study is assumed to be that individual whose person-
al qualities and professional preparation enable him to be 
outstandingly successful in creating the kind of teaching -
learning environment in which it is evidenced that boys and 
girls show marked mental, physical, social, spiritual, and 
emotional gr owth. A definition of the "ineffective" 
teacher would be the converse of the a&ove statement. With 
these criteria before him, the supervisor most directly 
concerned with each teacher was asked to list the names of 
the twenty-five per cent of his staff who most nearly met 
this ideal or who were mgst important to the operation of a 
good school, and also to list the names of the twenty-five 
per cent~. of his staff who least nearly met this ideal or 
who were the least important to the operation of a good 
school. In every case but one the supervisor who did the 
rating was a supervising principal. In the one exception, 
the superintendent was the rater. This exception was 
prompted because several teaching principals were involved. 
As both the superintendent and principal are concerned 
with the hiring and the daily supervision of teachers, it is 
felt that either is eminently well-qualified to make this 
initial evaluation of the groups tested. 
9 
To further objectify the determination of the "effective" 
and "ineffective" teacher, the "Guide to Standard Interview11 ]} 
by Richter was administered to each teacher. Therefore, 
for the purposes of this study, those teachers who scored 
above the fiftieth percenti113 on the Richter instrument and 
whowere rated above the lower quartile by the supervisors 
were considered to be "effective" teachers. Also included 
in this group were those teachers whose supervisory rating 
placed them in the upper quartile and who scored above the 
lower quartile on the Richter test. Thus it can be seen 
that only those individuals who showed definite tendencies 
toward being the better teachers on either the supervisory 
rating or the objective measure, eventually reached the 
?) 
11 effective" group. 
1/Charles o. Richter, The Development of ~ Standard 
Interview Technique Which Identifies the Superior 
Elementary School Teacher, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 
The College of Education, Boston University, 1955. 
?}See Appendix J, P. 292b, for a graphic representation 
of the classification technique. 
10 
By the same token the "ineffective'' teacher was 
determined in a similar way. Those teachers who scored 
below the fiftieth percentile on the Richter instrument 
and who were rated below the upper quartile by their 
supervisors were included in the "ineffective" group. 
Likewise, those teachers who were rated in the lower 
quartile by their supervisors and who scored below the 
upper quartile on the Richter test became a part of 
the"ineffective" group. 
In those few ambiguities, where a teacher was rated 
in the upper quartile by the rater and fell in the lower 
quartile on the Richter instrlli~ent score, or where the 
converse was true, such cases were omitted from the study. 
lJ 
If one can asslli~e with Cattell that in any given 
population the teacher group is relatively high in intelli-
gence and general ability, the above technique is probably 
about as refined a division of good and poor teachers as 
one can expect to find within the resources and time of 
any individual researcher. It is also felt that if sig-
nificant differences are discovered as set forth in this 
problem using the above techniques, those differences would 
only be magnified by a further refinement of the procedure. 
Therefore, the reader may assume that whenever the "effective" 
i/Raymond B. Cattell, Description and Measurement of 
Personality, World Book Co., New York, 1946, p. 5537 
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teacher and the "ineffective" teacher are mentioned in the 
following summary of this research, that such teachers were 
categorized using the criteria and plan just outlined • 
.5. D'el imi ta tiori of' The. Problem 
This study does not pretend to offer a "pat" solution 
to the selection of the "effective" or "ineffective" teacher. 
It holds no claim for having delved to the complete depths 
of the complicated aspects of "teacher personality," or the 
relationship of the teacher's expectancies concerning child 
development. 
What, then, could one hope to determine in a study of 
this kind? 
First of all, this study is aimed at attempting to 
discover if any "differences" exist in the personal charac-
teristics of teachers--good and poor--who are working with 
boys and girls from kindergarten through grade nine. While 
it is admitted that most personality measurement instruments 
are not above question and the writer's methods and materials 
of research may be rather "crude," it is contended that 
these "crude" methods and "crude" instruments are far 
superior to the subjective evaluation of teachers, of which 
most administrators are guilty. Similarly, such "crude" 
measures and materials must be devised and tried before the 
12 
development of more valid and reliable instruments can ever come 
about. 
6. 'Re capitulation. 
This study, then, is primarily concerned with discovering 
if certain "differences" in the personal characteristics of 
teachers at the various grade levels does exist and devising, 
validating, item analyzing, and establishing the reliability 
of an instrument to determine whether or not certain 
"differences" exist in the judgment capacities of "effective" 
and "ineffective" teachers at the primary, intermediate, and 
secondary-school level. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RESEARCH 
1. Introduction 
Purpose ££ ~ chapter.--The purpose of this chapter 
is to present a review of the research and to describe the 
literature and current thinking concerned with the major 
premises of this problem. These are namely: (1) The 
"differences" evident in the personal characteristics of 
teachers a.t the various grade levels; (2) the "differences" 
evident among teachers at various grade levels concerning 
what they expect of children; (3) the-"effective" and the 
"ineffective" teacher; (4) child development; and (5) 
statistical foundations. 
2. Differences In Personal Characteristics 
The personality hypothesis.--The·hypothesis which 
prompted this study in the beginning came partly from the 
writer's own conviction and partly from some thoughts put forth 
11 by Bartky. He conjectured that it might be possible to type 
teachers according to: 
"1. The kindergarten-primary teacher personality 
1/John A. Bartky, op. cit., p. 72. 
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2. The middle elementary grades 
teacher personality 
3. The upper elementary grades 
teacher personality 
4. The high-school teacher personality." 
\ 
Though he does not claim serious support for his 
hypothesis, he suggests that there may be pertinent differ-
ences among kindergarten-primary teachers, middle-grade 
elementary teachers, upper-grade elementary teachers, and 
high school teachers concerning the following personal 
characteristics: (1) Personal Adjustment, including 
intelligence, emotionality, and tendency to act; (2) Social 
Adjustment, including relations with family and relations with 
friends; (3) School Adjustment, including attitude toward 
children, attitude toward teachers; attitude toward parents, 
attitude toward supervisors; and (4) Biological Adjustment. 
Personality Research.--Everybody has talked about the 
importance of personality in teaching success, but very few 
concrete conclusions have been made. y 
Barr and Emans in a 1930 study where they analyzed two 
hundred nine teacher rating scales stated that: 
"One (also) gets the impression from the data 
presented that teaching is an exceedingly human 
1/A.S. Barr and L. M. Emans, "~at Qualities are Prerequisite 
~o Success in Teaching?" Nations Schools (September, 1930) 
6:60-64. 
task, the social and personal traits surpassing 
both in frequency and consistency of mention 
all other traits enumerated in the study." ];/ 
Cooper and Lewis suggest that: 
" ••••• teachers who had good relationships 
with their pupils tended to possess the follow-
ing personality traits: sense of humor, fairness, 
cour~esy, tact, flexibility, self control, ability 
to create interest, sympathy, friendliness, 
originality, enthus<:iasm, ef.t'ort, sel.t'-expression, 
and discipline." ' 
2/ 
Witty-in his analysis of twelve thousand letters sent 
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in to the radio "Quiz Kids" program about the "Teacher Who 
Helped Me Most," summarized all the traits mentioned under 
eleven categories having to ao with the personal character-
istics of the teacher. The twelfth and last dealt with know-
ledge o.t' subject matter and teaching skill. 
J/ Hart carried out one of the most extensive studies 
dealing with the personal characteristics of teachers in 
which he surveyed the opinions of ten thousand seniors in 
sixty-six high schools concerning their estimates of teaching 
qualities. The four characteristics which were most often 
!/James G. Cooper, and Roland B. Lewis, "Quantitative 
Rorschach Factors in The Evaluation Of Teacher Effectiveness~" 
Journal!! Educational Research, (May, 1951), 44:704-707 
2/Paul Witty, "An Analysis of the Personality Traits of the 
!ftective Teacher, " Journal of Educational Research, {May, 1947), 40:662-671 --
lfJ. W. Hart, ~eachers and Teaching, Macmillan Co., 
New York, 1934, pp. 28~ 
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chosen as Lmportant in the good teacher were: (1) Fairness, 
(2) Kindnes~ (3) instructional skill, and (4) pleasantness. y 
Catell uncovers a new and interesting aspect or 
personality characteristics and teaching success with the 
rollowing: 
" •••• the correlation or intelligence 
with success in a teaching situation is 
high in any representative sample or the 
general population. I& a group of teachers, 
however, already selected for intelligence 
and other qualities by success in academic 
performance, the correlation of teaching 
success with intelligence may be low or 
even systematically negative ••••• If we suppose 
passing academic standards is a product of 
intelligence and personality traits together, 
the individual who bas just got through and has 
low imtelligence will have high character 
qualities. If now, in passing the practical 
teaching test more emphasis is placed on 
personality qualities, the less intelligent 
become more successful for they have more.of 
the personality qualities." 
That the behavior of the teacher is an important 
indicator of the behavior of the pupils is substantiated 
both directly and by inference in the work of many writers, y ~ 
among them Cook and Anderson • Each of the works cited 
above stresses the importance of the teacher-pupil and pupil-
1/Raymond B. Cattell, Des~ription and Measurement of 
Personality, World Book Co., New York, p. 553, 194;-
2/W. W. Cook, and C. H. Leeds, "Measuring the Teaching 
Personality, n Edcuational ~ Psychologial Measurement, 
(1947), 7:400-1. 
l(H. H. Anderson, 1 Studies of Teachers• Classroom Personality, 
Bulletin, 1946, Applied Psychology MOnograph Number 11, 
Stanford University Press, Palo Alto, Cal. 
17 
teacher relationship, suggesting that the teacher is the key 
to the problem of predicting the type of classroom atmosphere 
that ean be maintained. 
While it is this writer's contention that personality 
affects teaching, there is some evidence to suggest that 
. !I 
teaching also affects personality. Hartmann secured data 
from llO'experienced teachers which show that roughly two-
thirds of those queried insist that they have gained in 
personality assets. 
Describing these personal characteristics has been an 
endless job attempted by many writers. As evidence of the y 
importance of these traits, Allport and Odbert ~onducted 
a study in which they found 17,953 words in our English 
language were used to describe personality traits. T.ijeir 
findings whowed that these words consumed 4-5% of the total 
vocabulary of the dictionary studied. 
The 1949 Yearbook of the Association for Student teaching 
ll puts forth the contention: 
1/George W. Hartmann, "Ef~ects of Teaching of Teachers,u 
Phi Delta Kappan, (December, 1947), pp. 178-82. 
E)G. w. Allport and H. S. Odbert, Trait :Names: A 
Pszcbolexieal Stu,y, Psychological MOnographs, Vol. 47, 
No. 1 1936, pp. 1 1. 
3/The Association tor Student Teaching, The Evaluation of 
Student Teaching, 1949 Yearbook, State Teachers College, 
Lock Haven, Pennsylvania, pp. 190. 
"If we assume that by the term teaching 
t•rsonalitl, we mean those characteristics of 
he teacher's behavior related to the emotional 
response of pupils and the ability to establish 
intimate and harmonious working relations with 
them, we find that teachin~ tersonality can be 
measured with as high vail i y as can academic 
aptitude." 
18 
1/ 
Barr, Burton, and Brueckner- reported on the correlation 
of several factors with teaching efficiency and quoted tbe 
following early studies concerning personality traits, 
which are shown in the table below: 
Table 1. Coefficients of Correlation for 
Personality Traits and Teaching Effieiency 
Study Date 
(1) (2) 
Somers 1923 
Morris 1928 
Barr 1935 
Odenwilder 1936 
r 
(3) 
.615 
.512 
.26 
.533 
The most significant material found in recent research 
is the "second ~ort of the Committee on Criteria of Teacher 
Effectiveness." This report, published by the American 
1/A. S. Barr, W. H. Burton, and L. J. Brueckner, Supervision, 
D. Appleton-Century Company, New York, 1938, p. 376. 
2/A. s. Barr, B. v. Burley, N. L. Gage, J. s. Orleans, 
- ft C. R. Pace, H. H. Remmers, and D. G. Ryans, Second Report 
of the Committee on Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness," 
Journal of Educational Research, (May, 1953) 46:641-658. 
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Educational Research Association, was compiled by a committee 
of eminent educators who are st~dying the entire problem of 
teacher effectiveness. While their work, like many others, 
otters very few tangible conclusions, it does outline the 
problem extremely well and points the way tor future research. 
Such a suggestion is offered, tor example, when they 
say: "any such new attacks LQn the problem of teacher per-
Y 
sonalitz7 should, however, be narrowly limited in scope ••• " 
Most or the research studies in this area have been 
very broad and shallow. Rather than attempting to go deeply 
into a narrow segment of the problem, most researchers have 
tried singlehandedly to encompass the entire problem and 
have thus come up either with inconclusive generalizations 
or data that are most questionable and unreliable. Many 
factors are responsible tor the above--all the way from 
unreliable and invalid personality measures to indefinite 
criteria for determining the effective teacher. Likewise 
there bas been the assumption in some eases that there is ~ 
good~ !E! poor teaching personality. It is the writer's 
contention that, while very possibly certain personality 
traits may be common to all teachers, there are just as surely 
some personal characteristics that are peculiar to teachers 
ot given grade levels. 
!7A. s. Barr, et al, op. cit., p. 654 
One work which offered early direction toward a study 
of reasons for teacher effectiveness was the Commonwealth 
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1/ 
Teacher-Training Study by Charters and Waples7 Their results 
indicate the beginning concepts concerning "differences" in 
personal characteristics among the grade levels. Barr and y 
Emons likewise concurred on the importance of certain traits 
as taken from rating scales and listed the following traits 
describing teachers and showing considerable disagreement 
from among the various grade levels: 
"1. Adaptability 
2. Attractiveness 
3. Breadth of Interes-t' 
4. Carefulness 
5. Considerateness 
6. Dependability 
7. Co-operation 
8. Enthusiasm 
9. Fluency 
10. Force.fulness 
11. Good judgment 
12. Health 
13. Honesty 
14. Industry 
15. Leadership 
16. Magnetism (approachability) 
17. Neatness 
18. Open-mindedness 
19. Originality 
20. Progressiveness 
21. Promptness 
22. Refinement (good· ta-ste) 
23. Scholarship 
24. Self-control 25. Thrift" 
1/W. W. Charters, and Douglas Waples, The Commonwealth 
Yeacher-Training Study, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1929, pp. 14-19. 
2/A. s. Barr, W. H. Burton, and L. J. Brue-ckner, Op. cit., JP• 372. 
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Beauchamp feels that personality may resolve itself 
into certain basic types within a social group. He suggests, 
as an example, the fact that the typical American tourist 
in Paris is quite easily recognized by the Parisians for 
reasons other than language differences. Also, the American 
soldier in World War II was different from the soldier of 
any other nation. These differences may be attributable to 
common personality elements that form a particular configura-
tion that may be called a basic personality type. Is it not 
a logical corollary, then, to assume that the "social group" 
might be considered the teaching profession in general and 
teachers in the primary, intermediate, and secondary schools 
in particular? y 
Ryans likewise offered some emphasis to the contention 
that the personal characteristics of teachers may vary from 
grade-level to grade level: 
"It does not seem unreasonable to hypothesize that 
teachers of different grades and subject matter might 
still vary considerably in characteristics and behaviors 
even if it were possible to objectify our thinking and 
place the definition of effective teaching on a strictly 
factual basis. The ultimate criteria of teacher 
effectiveness may be associated with quite different 
characteristics in elementary teachers, mathematics 
teachers in the secondary schools, high school English 
!/George A. Beauchamp, Planning the Elementary School 
Curriculum, Allyn and Bacon, Inc:;-New York, 1956, p. 82. 
£/David G. Ryans, "Teacher Personnel Research," California 
Journa1 of Educational Research, (January, 1953), 4a21. 
\ 
teachers, college teachers of large lecture 
courses, colleg~' laboratory instructors, and 
so on. Evidence of this sort has been suggested 
by a number of sources. The National Teacher 
Examination results of teachers of different 
grades and subject matters, for example, have 
consistently shown dissimilar profiles." 
1/ 
And:-
" •••• research conducted by the Teacher 
Characteristics Study into certain personal 
and social characteristics of teachers suggests 
that the combination of teacher behaviors and 
traits is not the same for elementary as for 
secondary-school teachers.• 
2/ 
Amatora-,·contends that the most important factor in 
human relationships is the attitude of the teacher toward 
his work. He must be: • •••• alive to the interests and 
needs of pupils and calm and serene in all situations.• 
22 
:J.I Guba and Getzels in a study carried out with military 
instructors found that with air force instructors there 
were significant differences between effective and ineffec-
tive lecturers in the area of "rhathymia" and that there 
were significant differences in effective and ineffective 
discussion leaders in the areas of "masculinity", "freedom 
from inferiority," "depression,• "cycloid disposition," 
economic values," and •aesthetic values." Though this 
O!Jbavid G. Ryans, .2£· cit. p. 21 
2/Sister Mary Amatora, "Guiding the Child's Personality to 
Yruitful Fulfillment," Education, (November, 1953) pp. 156-167• 
J/E.G. Guba and J.W. Getzels, "Personalit{ and Teacher Effective-
ness: A Prob!•• in Theoretical Research, The Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 46:330-344. ---
23 
study sheds no light on the "differences" apparent in the 
personality characteristics of teachers at the various grade 
levels, it is interesting in the light of the writer's 
hypothesis using some of the same personal characteristics. y 
Symonds enumerated several aspects of the personal 
characteristics factor in effec~ive teaching: 
"1. Every teacher should like teaching. 
2. A good teacher should be personally secure 
and should have self respect, dignity, and 
courage, as opposed to feelings of inferiority 
and inadequacy. 
3. A good teacher must be able to identify herself 
with children. She must have social awareness, 
the capacity to enter into the feeling and 
interests of others and to understand the 
motives and conflicts of others. 
4- The competent teacher is emotionally stable. 
5. The effective teacher should be free from anxiety. 
6. A good teacher is not too self-centered or 
selfish, but is able to give herself freely and 
without reserve to the needs and interests of 
her pupils." 
The efforts of this writer could not attempt to do 
justice to reporting all the various ramifications and 
interpretations of the "psychology of personality." In 
fact it bas been the design of this report, wherever possible, 
to studiously avoid use of the term "personality." However, 
as one pregresses with a study of this kind the use of such 
1/Percival M. Symonds, "Personality of the Teacher," Journal 
~ Educational Research, (May, 1947) 40:652-661. 
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a term becomes increasingly more significant and some menticn 
of the basic interpretation of the present thinking in this 
area which prompted the writer to make subsequent choices of 
measurement instruments is due the reader. It was felt that 
while many prominent students are writing in this field, one, 
in particular, has offered some fresh and logical ideas that 
1/ 
are worthy of mention here. Eysenci makes a profound case 
for the use of factor analytic methods in choosing personal 
characteristics to be measured. Of factor aaalysis he says: 
"The technique of factor analysis can be used 
as easily in the service of hypothetico-deduetive 
me,thodology as in that of blind empiricism. It is 
a fact that the latter type of usage has been the 
more prominent; possibly a good many criticisms of 
factor analysis may be due to this neglect of formu-
-. - ;:la ting explicit hypotheses and testing them 
factorially. Like most other statistical techniques 
factor analysis can be used either to suggest hypotheses 
or to prove them; both functions are useful and may 
lead to very real advances. In the field of personality, 
the time has surely come when proof should supplant 
su estion; •••• rt is almost certain that little of it 
he s ructure of human personality as Eysenck sees !7 will survive unchanged, and much of it may be found 
wanting altogether; the best that can be claimed for 
any scientific theory is that it is an approximation, 
however distant, to the truth." 
While the writer has previously declared that an atte~pt 
has been made to avoid the use of the term, personality, 
whenever possible, it becomes increasingly evident, as this 
study unfolds, that the word must become one of the descriptive 
yH. J. Eysenc¥:, !a! Structure of Human PersonalitJ, Methuen 
& Co. Ltd., London, 1953, p. 32~ 
tools necessary for making the report meaningful. Therefore, 
the reader is due a definition of the term, "personality." 
!I Beauchamp states: 
"Societies are composed of individuals who 
begin life with a biological capacity to 
interact with their environments, and, (as 
previously indicated), in this process they 
acquire personalities. If we think of an 
individual's personality as being the 
particular organization of his psychological and social 
processes, then personality development begins 
with conception. As the individual learns to cope 
with his biological and psychological tensions and with 
the complexities of social structure, a unique pattern 
of behavior for him is formulated." 
In the interesting PERSPECTIVES IN PERSONALITY THEORY, 
gj 
Roser reports on the Italian concept of personality by 
offering the premise that personality is dynamic and developed 
by ev ery individual throughout his life adjusting effect-
ively to a given environmental situation. 
One could quo.te endlessly on the "psychoanalytic, 11 the 
"existentialist," the "phenomenological," the "~haracter­
ological," and the "stratified" theories of personality, 
but probably the most widely accepted, and, surely, the 
most easily understood by the "nonpsychol3Jical" student of 
personality is that suggested by Allport: 
1JG8orge I. Beauchamp, op. cit., p. 81 
S/Henry P. David, Helmut von Bracken, Otto L. Roser, and 
others, Perspectives 1a Personality Theory, Basic Books 
Inc., New York, 1957, p. 94. 
3/G. W. Allport, Personality: A Psychological Interpretation, 
Holt Co., New York, p. 588, 1937. 
"Personality is the dynamic organization within 
the individual of those psychophysical systems 
that determine his unique adjustments to his 
environment." 
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Needless to say the foregoing works cited here do not 
attempt to report all of the literature in the field. But 
an effort has been made to present some of the more important 
research which will support the contention that teaching is 
truly an "exceedingly hW,'Ian task" thereby making tbe 
consideration of the personal factor an all-important one 
in any evaluation of the "effectiveness" or "ineffectiveness" 
of teaching. 
! measurement £! personality.----One or the most prac-
tical measures of personality is the Guilford-Zimmerman y 
Temperament Survey • This instrument purports to measure 
the subject's deviations, positive and negative, from 
median norms or ten different personality factors, including 
the areas of: (a) G--General Activit;, (b) R--Restraint, 
(e) A--Aseendance, (d) s--Sociability, (e) E--Emotional 
Stability, (f) 0--0bjeetivity, (g) F--Friendliness, 
(h) T--Thoughtfulness, (i) P--Fersonal Relations, and 
(j) M--Masculinity. 
Reliability data for the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne s. Zimmerman, The Guilford-Zimmer-
man Temperament Survey, Sheridan Supply C07; Beverly Hills, 
Cal., 1949, pp. 7. 
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survey is reported as follows: 
"Estimates of the total-score reliabilities were 
made in various ways, based upon samples of 523 male 
college students and 389 female students. Kuder-
Richardson formulas were applied to the data for men 
and women separately and combined. Odd-even and first-
half-second-half correlations were obtained for a 
ramdom sample of 100 men. All such indices of relia-
bility, it must be remembered, are underestimates. The 
consensus of the results are given in LTable 27. These 
apply for male and female populations combined. Except 
for the trait M, in which there is a very large sex 
difference in mean scores, these reliability estimates 
are very similar with samples of either sex. 
Also given in LTable g7 are estimates of standard 
errors of obtained scores. These range from 2.2 to 2.6 
in different traits. From these values it follows that 
the odds are two to one that any given obtained score 
lies within approximately 2.5 unite of the Ytrua' scores 
for an individual. Using twice this standard error as a 
basis, it may be said that, in general, any obtained 
score does not differ by more than 5 points from the 
correspohding true score, and the odds are only 1 in 20 
that we would be wrong in saying so." 
Trait 
(1) 
G ............ 
R • • • • • • • • • • • 
A • ••• • • • • ••• 
s ........... 
E •• • • • • • ••• • 
0 ••••••••••• 
F •• • • • •• • • • • 
Table 2. Data on Reliability of the 
Guilford-Zimmerman Trait Scores 
Reliability Standard Error of 
Coefficient an Obtained Score 
(2) (3) 
.79 2.5 
.80 2.2 
.82 2.5 
.87 2.4 
.8~ 2.4 
.7 2.6 
.15 2.5 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne S. Zimmerman, !'!!.! Guilf'ord-Zimmer-
man Temperament Survey, Manual of Instructions, Sheridan Supply 
Co., Beverly Hills, Cal., 1949,-pp. 5-6 
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Table 2. (Concluded) 
i'rait Reliability 
Coe:t'f'icient 
Standard Error Qf' 
an Obtained Score 
(1) 
T • • • • • • • •• • • 
p ••••••••••• 
M •••• • • • • • •• 
(2) 
.80 
.80 
• 8.5 
(3) 
2.2 
2.2 
2.3 
The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey produced 
1/ 
validity data which indicated that:-
"The internal validity or factorial validity of' 
the scores is :t'airly well assured by the :t'oundation of' 
factor-analysis studies plus the successive item-
analyses directed toward internal consistency and 
uniqueness. It is believed.that what each score 
measures is fairly well de:t'ined and that the score 
represents a confirmed dimension of' personality and a 
dependable descriptive category. 
Evidences of' practical validity, based upon 
correlation studies with practical criteria of' adjust-
ment, have accumulated. The evidence which arose in 
connection with corresponding scores in the previous 
inventories caa be applied with confidence to the scores 
on the present survey." 
v The Guilford-Zimmerman test contains some three 
hundred statements to which the subject responds with a 
simple "yes" or "no" answer. Each of' the ten characteristics 
!7 J. P. Guilford and Wayne s. Zimmerman, qp. cit., pp.6-8 
gj J. P. Guilford, op. cit., p. 4 
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measured is covered by approximately thirty questions. For 
this reason the criticism that there are similarities in 
questions causing certain ambiguities might have some founda-
tion. 
Norm data tor the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, y 
according to Guilford were developed by the following method: 
n The scores upon which the norms are based 
were obtained from 523 college menand 389 college 
women in one Southern California University and 
two Junior Colleges, tor all except trait T, which 
was introduced into the survey later. The male 
sample included many veterans, consequently the 
age range for them was from 18 to 30, with a mean 
of about 23 • 
•••• The final form of the Survey was administered with 
the T items included, to a group of seniors in a South-
ern California high school and to their parents. It 
was found that there were no significant differences 
in mean scores of parents and their h~gb-school off-
spring, so they were combined for norm purposes." 
3. Teache~ ~aluatlon 
Teacher eftectiveness.--The literature concerning 
"teacher effectiveness" is second in quantity only to that on 
2/ 
"personality." Domas and Tiedeman- list over one thousand 
such referances beginning with the turn of the century and 
1/Ibid., p. 6 
2/Simeon J. Domas and David v. Tiedeman, "Teacher Competence--
An Annotated Bibliography," Journal of Experimental Education, 
(May, 1950) 19:101-218. 
30 
y 
leading to 1950. 
a 1948 summary. 
Barr did a job of no less proportions in 
On the whole, most of the researches carried out in 
this area fall into the following categories: (1) Researches 
dealing with the traits of teachers: (2) researches dealing 
with students• opinions and rating of their teachers; 
(3) researches dealing with procedures and tecbniq~es used 
by teachers; (4) researches dealing with pupil growth or 
student progress; (5) researches dealing with the personality 
type of the teacher; and (6) researches dealing with rating 
scales, score cards, and the like. 
Any one working in a research area involving teacher 
effectiveness, therefore, is faced with endless possible 
choices or combinations of methods that he may use. 
Unfortunately, practically every study clataing excep~ional 
value of a particular method of approach is counterbalanced 
by a half-dozen or so very competent researchers who 
disagree with the proposed method. It then falls upon the 
researcher attempting to accomplish anything in this area to 
choose some method of approach and get on with the problem 
even though it may be realized that his chosen method (and 
1/I. s. Barr, "The Measurement and Prediction of Teaching 
Efficiency: A Summary of Investigations," Journal of 
Experimental Education, (June, 1948) 16;203-283. 
all othersJ ) are not above question. At this point it 
would be wise to review some of the literature from which 
the writer chose his method of research "for better or for 
worse. 11 
y' 
Posey, among others, investigated the feasibility of 
rating teachers and developed a scale for use in cities of 
100,000 population or over, which: (1) identified the 
teacher; (2) described unusual teaching circumstances; 
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(3) included commendable teacher characteristics and pro-
fessional development; (4) included outstanding contributions 
of the teacher; (5) included weaknesses observed; and (6) 
included the amount of assistance given the teacher by the 
2/ 11 
principal or supervisor. Hart and the Charters and Waples , 
investigations reported earlier all indicated the importance 
of the students• opinions in evaluating teacher effectiveness. 
1!1 Callahan pointed out the major pitfalls.af using the pupil 
opinion approach, but offered ~is own modification for the 
weighting of various responses according to their frequency or 
• Posey, New Answer to an Old Problem--Shall We Rate 
eachers," American School Board Journal (May, 1944) pp. 34-35 
2/J. w. Hart, op. cit., pp. 285 
3/W. W. Charters, and Douglas Waples, op. cit., pp. 14-19 
3/Sterling G. Callahan, "Is Teacher Rating By Students a 
~ound Practice?" School ~ Societi (1949) 69:98-100. 
occurrence. 
Self-rating of teacher effectiveness has gained some 
little attention as can be seen in the literature of: 
1/ ~ 
The Pennsylvania School Journal , Westie and Holmes , 
32 
and many others. The main argument for this type of evalua-
tive method is that it attempts to "soften the blow" by 
allowing the subject being rated the 'privilege of determining 
the eventual outcome. While one can find in the literature 
those who defend the validity and reliability of data secured 
in this manner, it is just as easy to find an equal number 
who repudiate findings employing this technique. 
11 Rostker reports of an experiment in which an attempt 
was made to measure teacher effectiveness by measuring "pupil 
change." Teachers were asked to teach two three-week units,•-
one in the fall and the other in the spring. They were given 
the desired general oGjeetives and broad topical outlines 
and told that they could teach whatever subject matter they 
chose, providing that the materials chosen fell within the 
limits of these units. Rostker states his assumptions below: 
1/nsymposium on Teacher Rating card," Pennszlvania School 
Journal, (November, 1939), 88:80-81. 
~A. W. Westie and S. L. Holmes, "Rating for Self Improvement," 
School Management, (May, 1947), 16:30-31 
:J/L. E. Rostker, "The Measurement of Teaching Ability," 
Journal of Experimental Education (September, 1945), 14:6-51. 
"The assumption was made that a good teacher 
would wisely choose her materials of instruction and 
that the changes made by her pupils would tend to 
indicate whether her choice had been wise. The 
same position was taken with methods of instruction. 
These must also be chosen with regard to the varying 
capacities, aims, needs, etc., of the pupils in 
each class. There can be mo uniform method of teach-
ing if individual differences among pupils are 
recognized, promoted and preserved. Each teacher 
was expected to adjust her methods t9·'her pupils. 
A good teacher, then, is one who wisely and carefully 
chooses her methods of instruction." 
An initial and final test was given for each unit and 
the pupil gain determined by subtracting the imitial test 
score from the final test score. This was the gain score. 
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The effectiveness of teacher effort was considered to be the 
difference between the gain score secured at the beginning 
of the experimental period and at the end. 
For this study the assumption was made that a good 
teacher is one who produced desirable measurable changes in 
her pupils. 
Though the above reported study was most lcgically 
devised and apparently well done, the conclusions offered 
little evidence to show that "measurable pupil change" 
determined teacher effectiveness because of the many other 
variables which affect this change. 
1/ 
McCall~ on the other hand, in a very scholarly research 
1/Wi11iam A. McCall,.Measurement of' Teacher Merit, Publica-
tion #284, Department of EdueatioD; Raleigh, No. Carolina, 
19.52, pp. 40. 
,i 
conducted for the North Carolina Department of Education, 
contended that pupil achievement was the best index of 
teacher "merit." 
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One variable which enters into any evaluation of teacher 
effectiveness is the "professional distance" between the 
evaluator and the teacher being evaluated. This factor is 
1/ 
discussed at some length by Grotke- as he proposes a measure 
to determine the "distance" in educational aims, objectives, 
philosophies, etc. between a teacher being rated and the 
principal who is rating her. y 
Domas reports on an interesting approach to the problem 
through the "critical incident" technique in which a team of 
interviewers collected narratives of incidents which teachers 
considered to be examples of good and poor behavior. Through 
a system of classification, which had not been developed 
when Domas made his initial report, an instrument would 
eventually be developed toward the end of measuring teacher 
competency. 
Tests £! teacher effeetiveness.--
Many tests of teacher aptitude are available and appear 
1}1ar1 M. Grotke, "Professional Distance and Teacher Evaluation," 
Phi Delta Kappan, (January, 1953), pp. 127-130. 
g/simeon Domas, Report of an Exploratort Studt of Teacher 
Co~Setence, The New Eng!inn-schOol Deve opmen COuncil, 
cam ridge, Mass., 1950, pp.4-7 
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in considerable quantity through the literature. However, 
to mention them all would only burden the reader with 
material that he could get from much more competent authority. 
For the person who wishes to purs•e this point further, the 
bibliography at the end of this research will offer some help. 
A recent test of teacher effectiveness that cannot be 
omitted from this discussion is the 11 Guide to Standard y 
Interview" by Richter. This instrument, developed in 
Richter's doctoral dissertation, consists of a series of 
thirty-two kodachrome slides depicting teaching-learning 
situations about which seventy-six questions were asked. 
As each picture is projected on a screen the examinees are 
expected to react to various questions and evaluative ratings 
around each one. The test in its entirety takes approximately 
forty-five to sixty minutes to give and the visual factor 
makes it a most enjoyable and challenging instrument with 
which to work. Richter found adequate evidence to justify 
the validity of the instrument and determined a coefficient 
of reliability on the order of .92. 
In the original construction of this instrument, eight 
questions with five possible answer choices for each question 
were asked for every slide. 
Using a chi-square technique, Richter item analyzed the 
!/Charles 0. Richter, op. cit., pp. 195. 
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test and found that 86 items discriminated above the chi-
square of 2.5. From these 86, 76 were selected for the 
purpose of validation. Of this number, only 13 were below 
a chi-square of 3.84 at the five per( cent level of confidence 
with one degree of freedom, and of the 13 items below 3.84 
only five fell below a chi-square of 3.0. 
In determining validity for the instrument Richter 
again used the chi-square test. In his check-sample group 
of scores be calculated a chi-square o£ 19.817 between 
"strong" and "weak" teachers. This score indicates that the 
results are significant at a fraction of the one per cent y 
level of confidence, for, according to Fisher's Tables, the 
one per cent level of confidence with one degree of freedom 
yields a score of 6.635. It is obvious, therefore, that the 
test does discriminate and the null hypotheses that there is 
no true difference between the scores of the "strong" and 
•weak" teachers is significantly disproven. It is felt by 
the writer that this instrument has unique qualities as a 
research tool for the study herein described. First of all, 
it seems to be scientifically constructed and statistically 
sound. Second, the visual technique offers a somewhat 
more challenging medium than the traditional paper and pencil 
1/Henry E. Garrett, Statistics ~ Psycholof: and Education, 
Longmans, Green and Company, New York, 195 , pp. 182-183. 
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type of test. And, third, with certain revisions described 
later, it is a practical instrument from the standpoint of 
testing time. 
4. Child Development 
Teacher judgments.--The third and final dimension of 
the teacher with which this study is concerned deals with 
the question: Does a good/poor teacher-expect more/less of 
children than he has a right to? Al,so,.,<in this quarter, the 
writer was anxious to determine whether or not there were 
certain common trends in these "expectancies" of teachers as 
one goes from the primary grades through junior high schooL 
To this end the task of finding or developing a device to 
measure this aspect was the one whi·c-h ·confronted the writer. 
As no ready-made instrument presented ·.-i1tself, it was deemed 
necessary to build an instrument to:- ~e:ove:r· this phase of the 
research. 
Any such instrument would, of necessity, have to be 
aimed at all teachers, from the primarygrades through the 
secondary-school grades and be as equally appropriate for 
the teacher of music as for the teacher -of industrial arts 
or kindergarten. . . . ~·.• 
Essentially, a teacher is an individual who guides 
children as they develop throughout the early stages of their 
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lives. True, he does this job in conjunction with the 
parent and, possibly, other social agencies. Because of 
this fact there is a division of responsibility assigned to 
the parent, the teacher, the clergy, etc. However, in 
approaching the job of developing a measurement instrument, 
the assumption was made that the teacher, as a truly pro-
fessional person, should be familiar with the .. developmental" 
aspects of child growth. Also, it was assumed that the 
teacher as a professional person would have a broad enough 
understanding of his job to be able to make judgments about 
this child development factor both above and below the age 
levels of the children wlth whom his present teaching duties 
bring him in contact. 
The first work consulted in the construction of such an 
1/ 
instrument was that done by Doll-. His work in t.he field of 
"social maturity" and the construction of the Vineland Social y 
Maturity Scale has been one of the foundations upon which 
many evaluations of "social maturity" have been made in the 
Vineland Clinic and in countless other researches for several 
years. This scale outlines the various age-l:evels at which 
1/Edgar A. DOll, The Measurement of Social Co~etence, 
Educational Publishers Inc., Philaaelpbia, 19 , pp. 75-257. 
2/Edgar A. Doll, Vineland Social Maturity Scale--Manual of 
trirections, Educational Publishers, Inc., Philadelphia, --L947 (revised), pp. 39. 
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we can expect perrormances or normal children in the areas of: 
(1) selr-help skills--general, eating and dressing; (2) loco-
motion skills; (3) occupational skills; (4) communication 
skills; (5) skills or selr-direction; and (6) socialization 
ractors. y 
The work or Gesell and Amatruda is. or no less signiri-
cance in the area or physical development or children. Their 
exhaustive motion picture studies covering.a period or many 
years have yielded some very interesting data. 
The recent report of the Mid-Century Committee on Outcomes y 
In Elementary Education by Kearney provides much material 
concerning the age-grade placement of certain developmental 
characteristics to be found in children. The recommended goals 
or the committee producing t~is study were organized around the 
following categories: (1) Physical Development, health, and 
body care; (2J individual social and emotional development; 
(3) ethical behavior, standards, values; (4) social relations; 
(5) the social world; (6) the physical world; (7) esthetic 
devel~pment; (8} communication; (9) quantitative relationships. 
!/Arnold Gesell and c. Amatruda, Develogmental Diagnosis, 
Harper & Bros., New York, 1954, pp. 59- 6. 
~olan c. Kearney, Elementar! School Objectives, Russell 
Sage Foundation, New York, 19 3, pp. 53-120 
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It can be seen that the developmental £actors discussed 
by the three sources mentioned above, presented much over-
lapping in their organization o£ child growth and development. 
As will be seen later these common divisions of£ered a sound 
foundation £or developing a core of "judgments" that could 
be used in building a measurement instrument centered around 
"child development expectancies." 
The hypothesis that there may be relationships existing 
between the ef£ective teacher and how much or how little 
he expects of children finds some support in a study reported 
11 by McClelland. In this study "n achievement" scores were 
obtained from the responses of children concerning stories 
from verbal clues under both relaxed and achievement-oriented 
conditions. Then the attitude of the mothers o£ the children 
tested was obtained concerning their feeling toward independence 
training. It was found that mothers o£ sons with high "n 
Achievement" scores expect their children to have met inde-
pendence demands much earlier in life. By age seven mothers 
of sons with high 11n achievement" expect that over 60% o£ the 
demands cheeked will have been learned. Whereas mothers of 
sons with low "n achievement" scores expect that only about 
33% of their demands will have been learned. Also the sons 
1/D. c. MCClelland, J. W. Atkinson, R. A. Clark and E. L. 
Dowell, The Achievement Motive, Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 
New York~953, p. 297. 
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with high "n achievement" have mothers who say they require 
almost twice as many skills to be mastered below the age of 
eight as are required by the mothers of sons with low "n 
achievement." 
The questions raised by implication here are: Are good 
teachers expecting more or less than they should of children? 
Are poor teachers expecting more or less than they should 
of children? Does this degree of "expectancy" vary among 
teachers of different grade levels? 
If one is to consider the role of the teacher not unlike 
that of the counselor in his every-day contacts with children, 
the importance of the teacher in the emotional development 
1/ 
of the pupil is evident in the work of Ross-
"The teacher's role with the maturing young 
person follows .three lines: {1) to stimulate the great 
adventure of the mind; (2) to act both as protector 
of the expanding personality and as a goad to growth 
socially and emotionally; and (3) to maintain standards, 
according to the best tradition both in work and in 
social attitudes. 
Counselors and teachers, like parents, pass on 
to each new group or generation, the mores which will 
abide in our culture only as long as youth sees his 
elders as symbols of this continuance." 
Though most exponents of the child development theory 
sugg.est that personal, social, and spiritual values outrank 
1/Helen Ross, "Emotional Maturity," Journal of the National 
Association~ Deans of Women, {June, 1955),-rB:-160-162. 
the mere possession or subjectr::skills, these same experts 
would be among the £irst to agree that the logical develop-
ment or these subject skills is an integral part or a child's 
school li£e and an inseparable £actor in his total development. 
1/ 
Durrell- says: 
" •••• separate subjects are taught in schools and 
errective schools of the future will probably continue 
to teach subjects separately. It is through excellent 
teaching of subjects that we must attain our child-
development objectives. If we are to develop in 
children a rich variety of active tastes and interests, 
high standards of personal conduct, and competence in 
social responsibilities, we shall do so by teaching 
these values through separate subjects. It is difficult 
to see how these values can be developed among children 
who are confused, defeated, or bewildered by lack of 
progress in basic subjects. Furthermore, if we are 
to introduce a greater variety of effective activities 
and curriculum· '.enrichment, we must first gain public 
confidence through ef£ective teaching of the three R's." 
The foregoing only serves to point up how imperative 
the teacher's knowledge and use of the subject matter concept 
can be, and how vital is the necessity £or his understanding 
of the sequential importance of the school-subject-skill 
materials which make up part of his working tools for promoting 
2/ 
child growth and development. In connection with this Lee-
!/(Donald D. 15iirrell, "Learning Difficulties Among Children 
of Normal Intelligence, "The Elementary School Journal, 
{December, 1954) pp. 201-~ 
2/J. MUrray Lee and Dorris M. Lee, The Child and His Curriculum, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New !5rk, 195o;--pp:-2o0-20l. 
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also supports the contention that the teacher must:. be familiar 
with the subject-matter concept of child growth and develop-
ment. 
"Experiences (for the curriculum) must be , ) 
so selected and guided as to be suitable to the 
maturation level of the child. This principle is 
one most frequently violated in the traditional 
school, for the logical development of subject-
matter does not conform to the developmental levels 
of the child. 
Maturation needs to be studied from the 
physical, intellectual, and social aspects." 
In the specific area of the Language Arts or the skills 
of oral and written communication the Commission orl the 
1/ 
English Curriculum- said: 
"The child's growth in language is closely 
bound up with the development of his own personality. 
In an age of increasing pressures and tensions, he 
needs especially warm inter-personal relationships 
with other children and with adults. The emotional 
tone of his life is.-,expressed through the communica-
tion essential te ordinary everyday living. Conversa-
tion and, in much smaller degree, letter-writing are 
the basic language activities through which these 
inter-personal relationships are achieved." 
Well-rounded teachers are ever-conscious of the expanding 
2/ 
concept of child growth and development. Ketcham- emphasizes 
the imp~o>rtance of knowledges. 
1/Comm!asion ori the English Curriculum, National Council 
Teachers of English, Language Arts for Toda~•s Children, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New ~k, 19 4, PP• 4-5 
2/Warren A. Ketcham, "Child Growth and Development,u 
Childhood Education, (December, 1953) PP• 156-59. 
" •••• teachers will find it profitable to make 
more generous use of data and concepts which 
the study of child growth and development haa 
discovered. 
At an early age children show characteristic 
differences in rate of growth. In general, rapid 
growers not only show greater size, ability, and 
skill than is typical for their age, but they 
also attain more of the same in less time than do 
slow growers. Children's growth rates are indi-
vidual to the extent that there are as many 
different rates as there are children in a class 
group. In approximately eight out of ten eases 
a child's total growth, all his measurable 
attributes, progress according to his character-
istic rate. The child grows •as a whole' and at 
his own rate." 
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The preceding would cause one to think that it is nearly 
impossible to categorize traits or patterns of child growth 
and development to a specific time schedule. Therefore in 
considering this aspect one must use fairly broad terms in 
the identification of behaviors upon various strata. 
One tendency has been to over-ramify certain factors of 
child growth. Some writers (particularly those writing for 
the lay public) have tended to "pigeon-hole" various behavior 
patterns neatly into individual age brackets such as the 
ten-year-olds or the aix-year-olds, etc. This can be danger-
ous and lead to illogical conclusions. 
In following the progress of normal growth and development 
of children the teacher becomes attuned to the abnormal 
situation. The early referral and diagnosis of these abnormal-
ities by the teacher may be ever-important in the successful 
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1/ 
treatment of such maladjustments as schizophrenia. Ridenour-
has suggested that the teacher should be aware of the 
following negative developmental syndromes: (1) Any marked 
character change; (2) Withdrawal from social contacts, 
seclusiveness, inability to establish rapport, absence of 
any kind of satisfying relationships; (3) Delusions and 
hallucinations; (4) Marked suspiciousness; and {5) Depression 
or extreme swings in mood. Again, one can sense the tremendous 
importance that is placed on the capability of the teacher 
to identify maladjustments through his infinite knowledge of 
what should be expected in the normal child: 
"The responsibility of the teacher toward the individual 
and his rights and developmental needs is inherent in the y 
concept of democracy." 
The total development or maturation of a child is made 
up of many aspects, not the least of which is a child's j/ 
mental development. Russell states: 
1/Nlna Ridenour, The Children We Teach, Monograph, 1956 
Mental Health Materlafs Center;-New York, pp. 53-54. 
2/George v. Sheviakov, Fritz Redl, and Sybil K. Richardson, 
Discilline for Today•s Children and Youth, Bulletin, 1956, 
Assoc ation-rQr Supervision and CurricUlum Development, 
Washington, p. 17. 
3/David H. Russell, Children's Thinking, Ginn and Co., 
Boston, 1956, p. 58. . 
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"Mental development, the basis for all thinking, 
takes place as part of the child's total development. 
Although there is little agreemeDt about the essential 
nature of intelligence, mental tests give much 
information on how it may function at different age 
levels and therefore considerable help in understanding 
the types of thinking that may be expected from 
children of different age levels. From the point of 
view of thinking activities, intelligence may be best 
regarded as a complex pattern of abilities ~hich 
develop with the child's general maturation, and 
which become increasingly differentiated with learning 
and experience." 
Maturation as a factor in the social development of 
1/ 
children is stressed by Lee and Lee.-
"Maturation is a major factor in social development. 
Certain types of social responses to groups and to 
·· individuals seem to be fairly well associated with 
certain age ranges as has been indicated. Development 
of mental ability, attention span, sexual maturity--
all show definite influence on the social development 
process." 
1/J. M. Lee and D. M. Lee, £E· £!!., p. 60. 
5. Statistical Foundations 
Tools of research.--The basic tools of any research 
lie in the statistical treatment of the data gathered. 
For want of such a wise choice, much effort and valuable 
time can be wasted. There are many methods of analyzing 
11 
such data as is presented in this study. Mills has 
suggested the importance of the statistical treatment as 
follows: 
"By employing the methods of statistics it is 
possible •••• to describe succinctly a mass of q~anti­
tative data, (and) the methods of statistics enable 
us to describe relations between variable quantities. 
In so far as the results are confined to the 
cases actually studied, these various statistical 
measurements are merely devices for describing 
certain features of a distribution, or certain 
relationships. Within these limits the measures may 
• . · _;- be used with perfect confidence, as accurate de scrip-
tiona of the given characteristics. 
There is in every statistical induction an 
a priori element. The statistical conclusion can 
never stand completely on its own feet. It must 
be endorsed by reason and judgment if it is to 
caTry conviction." 
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As Mills inters, the researcher must depend on statistics 
to tell the story of the outcomes of an investigation in a 
meaningful way, but he also stresses the necessity for 
endorsing any statistical conclusion with 11 reason and with 
Judgment if it is to car~y convictions." 
1JF. c. Mills, Statistical Methods Applied to Economics 
~Business, Henry Holt and Co., New York,-r938, pp. 452-456 
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~ s~~ple population.--rn the strictest sense, all 
educational research should be based on the random sample 
technique if inferences concerning a larger population are 
to be drawn. However, this plan is not always feasible. 
11 Lindquist says: 
" •••• in actual research the choice of the method 
of sampling to be employed is often governed by 
factors of expediency or of administrative convenience. 
In actual practice we usually secure our sample from the 
l. relatively small part of the whole population that is 
conveniently accessible to us, and there is always 
the possibility that the more accessible individuals 
might differ systematically from the less accessible." 
The writerts investigation is based on a type of 
controlled sampling which is " •••• often worth while, particu-
2/ 
larly where random sampling is in any event impracticable."-
Analysis of variance.--As a proposed method of statistical 
- -- 3/ 
interpretation, analysis of variance is described by Lindquist: 
"rt is essentially a method of analyzing the 
results from a series of parallel or duplicated 
experiments, each of which is performed under more 
homogeneous conditions and with more homogeneous 
groups than prevail in the entire population involved. 
The estimate of error which it provides eliminates 
the effects of systematic differences (such as 
school-differences) from one another of these 
duplicated experiments." 
lJE. F. Lindquist, A First Course In Statistics, Houghton 
~fflin Co., Boston; 1942, p. 141.--
_gjE. F. Lindquist, .2R· ill· ,p. 142. 
l{E. F. Lindquist, Statistical Anal{sis In Educational 
Research, Houghton Mifflin Co., Boa on, !946, p. 1$. 
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The technique has been rerined and is reported by 
11 Johnson: 
"The analysis of variance technique developed 
by R. A. Fisher and first reported in 1923 constitutes 
a method capable of analyzing the variation to which 
experimental and observational material is subject so 
that an assessment or the various components or 
variation can be made. Since its introduction, 
the analysis of variance bas become more and more 
useful to large numbers of research workers in 
many fields. Fisher's technique is the only 
erricient one so far developed by which it is 
possible to dirrerentiate the variation according 
to causes or groups or causes and to interpret the 
signiricance of a number of components simultaneously." 
Chi-square ~ ~ !!!! £! signiricance.--T.he proposed 
plan or item analysis in the research entails the use of data y 
secured using the chi-square procedure. Johnson describes 
this method as rollows: 
"The chi-square model has wide application in 
statistics, particularly as a test of signiricance 
in dealing with enumerative data so characteristic 
or the study or attributes. It is appropriate ror 
testing whether a set of observed values differs 
significantly rrom those which woUld occur if some 
speciried hypothesis were true. One general method 
of testing such a hypothesis is to work out results 
which would be expected theoreticalll and then to 
compare these with the observations. 
21 Wert amplifies this with: 
"Through the use of chi-square an investigator 
can evaluate the probability that any sample distri-
!/P. 0. Johnson, Statistical Methods ~ Research, Prentice-
Hall, Inc., New York, 1949, p. 216. 
g/P. o. Johnson, op. cit., p. 91 
3/J. E. Wert, Chas. 0. Neidt, J. s. Ahmann, Statistical Methods 
In Educational Ps~chological Research, Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
me., New York, 1 54, p. 146. 
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bution of census, or other rational information, by 
more than would be expected from sampling fluctuation. 
Many investigations are based upon samples from 
populations about which considerable information is 
available. It is often possible to;postulate the 
frequencies to be expected in a class on the basis 
of this population information." 
Estimate of Reliability.--Until recently, the traditional 
method for determining the reliability of a test was the use 
of the product-moment correlation coefficient. By this 
method the results of one half of the test were correlated 
with the results of the other half and the Spearman-Brown 
formula applied to secure a single reliability estimate on 
1/ 
the entire test.-
Y More recently, however, Johnson reports that the Hoyt 
formula provides a method for estimating reliability from a 
single test. This method employs essentially a model II 
analysis of variance. 
"The data used in the calculation are the number 
of correct responses to each item and the score on 
the test for each individual. The total sum of squares 
is broken down into three components: (1) between 
individuals, (2) between items, and {3) residual 
component or error. 
By subtracting the sum of the sum of squares 
among individuals and among items from the total, the 
residual sum of squares is used to estimate the 
discrepancy between the ob~ained and the true variance." 
1/P. 6. Jonnson, op. cit., p. 125. 
2/Ibid., p. 134. 
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Validity of ~ test.--Validity is defined as the degree 
to which all kinds of errors, compensating and biased are 
11 
absent, or as the accuracy with which a test measures that 
?:! 
which it is intended to measure. 
Correlations of ~ personality trait and the CDE 
Index with all other traits.-- The basic meaning of 
-- -- :v 
correlation is adequately expressed by Lindquist: 
yJ. 
"When measures of each of two traits are secured 
for each individual in a given group, it may frequently 
be noted that.the two measures for any individual tend 
to have roughly the same relative position in their 
respective distributions; that is, individuals far 
above average in one trait tend also to be well above 
average in the other, those below average in one tend 
to be correspondingly below average in the other, 
and those at or near the average in one tend also to 
be at or near the average in the other. When this is 
true, we say that the two traits (or measures) are 
'positively related' for the group in question, or that 
they show a 'positive correlation.'" 
~ Guilford says much the same about correlation: 
"A coefficient of correlation is a single number 
that tells us to what extent two things are related; to 
what extent variations in the one go with variations 
in the other. Without the knowledge of how one thing 
varies with another, we should find predictions impossible. 
And wherever causal relationships are involved, without 
knowledge of co-variation, we should be unable to con-
trol one thing by manipulating another." 
c. Wert, c. o. Neidt, and J. s. Ahmann, OE• cit., p. 328. 
gjE.F. Lindquist, OE· cit., p. 213. 
:J/E.F. Lindquist, OE· cit., p. 153. 
~J.P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and 
Education, McGraw-Hill Co., New York, 1942, p. 198. 
~ mean and standard deviation.--T.he mean is a 
measure o£ central tendency, the computation of which is 
influenced by the actual size of each value in a distri-
1/ 
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bution. Whenever interpreting data by use of mean scores y 
the standard deviation must be taken into account. Wert 
describes this important descriptive statistic: 
"When the standard deviation of normally 
distributed data has been computed, interesting and 
important relationships can be found which involve 
the standard deviation and the number of eases between 
scores of certain size. These relationships can 
be identified by successively adding and subtracting 
the standard deviation from the mean. Within the 
limits of a si~a distance on each side of the mean, 
approximately 68%, or two-thirds, of the cases will 
be found; within two sigmalengtbs on each side of 
the mean, approximately 95% o£ the cases will be 
found; and practically all the eases will be found 
within three sigma lengths from the mean. This 
relationship varies somewhat as the distribution 
becomes skewed. However, little change is made in 
the number of cases appearing at different sigma 
lengths even when there is some departure from the 
normal distribution." 
6. Recapitulation 
~ story £! research.--The research related to this 
investigation presents many concrete ideas and implications 
that encourage one to consider the credibility of th~ 
hypotheses set forth here. 
l/J. E. Wert, c~.o. Neidt, and J. s. Ahmann, op. cit., p. 23. 
g/J. E. Wert, c. 0. Neidt, and J. s. Ahmann, op. cit., pp. 55-56. 
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It is certain £rom the research that most people agree 
with the fact that teaching is an "exceedingly human task," 
which requires that healthy, well-adjusted pers~nality patterns 
be evident in the teacher if success is to be assured. 
That personality is measurable is a £act debated and 
defended almost daily. Howe7er, the research points to 
several reliable instruments for this purpose. 
Tests o£ teacher eft'ec.tiveness have taken the form of 
observation check lists, ·attitude scales, interview evalua-
tions and the like, but none has presented a more interesting 
procedure than the film-slide technique. Therefore, it is 
with this method that the study primarily concerns itself. 
The relationship between a knowledge and appreciation 
for child growth and development and the success of a teacher 
is also one which the writer believes will provide £or 
intriguing possibilities. 
Finally, the statistical foundations used to consolidate 
and interpret the data gathered, offer new trends in statis-
tical thinking that will enable the writer to determine with 
certainty whether or not the conclusions anticipated are 
tenable. 
CHAPTER III 
PLAN OF THE STUDY 
1. Introduction 
Purpose £! ~ chapter.-•The purpose of this chapter is 
to provide the-reader with a guide to the planning, the 
procedures, and the philosophy inherent to the development 
and treatment of the da.ta and conclusions set forth in 
subsequent chapters. Here one will find the precise steps 
followed, which, though they may limit the value of some 
of the inferences expressed later, will acquaint the reader 
with the problems involved in a study of this kind and will 
most certainly enhance his understanding of the entire 
p~oject. 
2. The Substudy 
Pupil opinion~ personal traits.--As has been stated 
earlier, there have been several ways of studying the 
characteristics of teachers. One of the earliest questions 
on the writer's mind in the development of this study was: 
Do differences in the personal characteristics of teachers 
really exist among the various grade levels? Research bad 
much to say about personality and personal characteristics, 
but not as much to say about the differences in these 
personal characteristics. TWo works in this field, the 
-54-
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Hart and Charters studies, did give some support to the 
"differences" hypothesis at an early date. However, both 
of these studies were done over twenty-five years ago. 
Since these surveys were first reported,- our entire economy 
bas changed, we have participated in World War II and Korea, 
and the "atomic age" with its accompanying technological 
marvels such as television and jet propulsion are now with 
us. Also ethical, moral, and financial standards have 
changed considerably toward life and, surely, ideas about 
education and teachers have likewise changed during the 
past twenty-five years. It certainly is not the position of 
this writer to question the findings of the two works 
mentioned above which have been standard to the literature 
for so many years. But it was his feeling that basing 
fundamental assumptions for a study such as this on their 
validity, in the light of modern thinking, might have been 
somewhat less than scientifically thorough. Therefore, the 
writer decided to reinforce this research with a substudy on 
pupil opinion of his own. 
In this investigation the writer polled some eight 
hundred ninety-eight students from grades I-XII concerning 
the following questions: 
1/J. w. Hart, op. cit., pp. 285. 
~/W. w. Charters, and Douglas Waples, op. cit., pp. 14-19. 
(1) Why is a good teacher good? 
(2) Why is a poor teacher poor? 
(3) Would you like to be a teacher some 
day? Why? 
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While the basic thought content or the questions 
throughout the grades was essentially the same, the wording 
of each question was changed appropriately from the lower 
to the higher grades. Of the questions asked in this study, 
numbers (1)' and (2) seem most pertinent to the present 
hypothesis and it is with ~hese thatthe writer will be 
primarily concerned. Table 3 shows the rank order of opinions 
concerning: "Why a good teacher is liked." 
Table 3. Student opinions Concerning 
Why a Good Teacher is Liked 
Trait Rank Order 
Grade Grade Grade 
I-III IV-VI VII-IX 
{!J !~l l~l nn 
Lets us do things we like ••• 1 4 16 
Helps us learn •••••••••••••• 2 1 1 
lC:LilCi • ••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 8 15 
Does not give too much work. ~ 11 18 Attractive •••••••••••••••••• 16 33 
Wears pretty clothes •••••••• 6 28 32 
Shows no favoritism ••••••••• 7 14 12 
Pleasant disposition •••••••• 8 3 5 
Sense of blllD.or • ..•..••.•.••• 9 5 3 
Neat • .•••••.••••.•••••.•••.• 10 17 34 
Pol1 te . ..................... 11 22 20 
Grade 
X-X%): 
{~l 
0 
5 
17 
18 
0 
0 
6 
9 
3 
0 
0 
Table 3 (concluded) 
Trait 
(1) 
Jill~})~ ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fair . .................... . 
Nice . •.•...•..•••....•••.. 
Generous •••••••••••••••••• 
careful . ................. . 
Wears clean clothes ••••••• 
Teeth are white ••••••••••• 
Smells good ••••••••••••••• 
Gives easy work ••••••••••• 
Tall .. ................... . 
Competent ••••••••••••••••• 
Good discipline ••••••••••• 
Gives rewards ••••••••••••• 
Loves children •••••••••••• 
Consideration of the indi-
vidual . .................. . 
Understanding ••••••••••••• 
Patient ••••••••••••••••••• 
Special talents ••••••••••• 
Friendly . ..•.............. 
Likes work •••••••••••••••• 
Good personality •••••••••• 
Well-organized program •••• 
Good voice and diction •••• 
Attractive room ••••••••••• 
Though. tful •••••••••••.•••• 
Well trained ••••••••••.••• 
Good sport •••••••••••••••• 
Tbrif'ty ... ............... . 
Has bad much experience ••• 
Has special interests ••••• 
Trusting •.•••.•••••....••• 
Honest ................... . 
Not arbitrary ••••••••••••• 
Not too old ••••••••••••••• 
Gives right amount of 
homework •••••••••••••••• 
Grade 
I-III 
(2) 
12 
13 
14 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
30 
0 
0 
0 
0 
·o 
0 
31 
0 
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Rank Order 
Grade Grade Grade 
IV-VI VII-IX X-xrr 
(3) 
0 
13 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
2 
29 
23 
15 
12 
9 
0 
18 
19 
20 
10 
24 
25 
26 
21 
25 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
0 
(4) 
14 
e 
21 
31 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
2 
0 
35 
7 
4 
11 
27 
10 
26 
17 
19 
22 
0 
0 
28 
0 
0 
0 
27 
0 
36 
23 
37 
8 
(5} 
19 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
13 
4 
10 
24 
11 
23 
7 
0 
21 
0 
0 
26 
0 
0 
22 
0 
25 
0 
0 
0 
12 
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Table 3. (Concluded) 
'frait Rank Order 
Grade Grade Grade Grade 
I-III IT-VI VII-IX X-XII 
(1) (2) (3) {4) (5) 
Knows subject •••••••••••••• 0 0 13 14 
Not superior ••••••••••••••• 0 0 24 1.5 
co-operative •••••••.••••••• 0 0 29 27 
Not sarcastic •••••••••••••• 0 0 30 28 
Frank • •••••••••••••••••••.• 0 0 38 0 
Brigh.t . ..•.......•........• 0 0 39 0 
Courteous •••••••••••••••••• 0 0 40 0 
In.f'ormal • .•..••••.•.•••..•• 0 0 41 0 
Unprejudiced ••••••••••••••• 0 0 0 16 
Leadership ••••••••••••••••• 0 0 0 29 
Has common sense ••••••••••• 0 0 0 30 
As can be seen by Table 3, the pattern of traits mentioned 
from division to division for good teachers, tends to be 
erratic in some areas and qaite definite in others. That 
vastly different opinions are held by the children of the 
lower grades from those of the upper grades is readily eTi-
dent. The primary-grade children, for example, felt that the 
most important factor was, "Lets us do things we like." 
While this trait received no mention at all in the senior 
high school. There was, however, agreement between the inter-
mediate and junior high school levels on the number one factor 
as both chose, "Helps us learn." 
Number three found the primaries choosing "Kind," while 
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the intermediatesehose, "Pleasant disposition." The choice 
of both the junior and senior high school groups ror third 
place was "Sense of Humor." 
At the other end of the scale grades I-III considered 
"Not too old" in the same category, grades VII-IX were least 
interested in "Informal" as a trait, and grades X-XII 
denoted "Common sense" as the last tabulated trait they 
considered important. It can, of course, be seen from the 
table that there were traits that were completely ignored by 
one or more groups, even though they might have achieved a 
fairly high rank from some of the other divisions. Therefore, 
in essence, the traits mentioned as last above are the last 
recorded trait mentioned by the group. 
Though there were many unexplainable incongruities in 
the results, one pattern has established itself rather firmly 
in this research. Namely that the younger pupils are more 
conscious of the "physical" attributes of a teacher than are 
their junior and senior high school counterparts. At least 
they are frank enough to admit their feelings. It was in the 
primary grades that the children mentioned their concern for 
"white teeth," "wears pretty clothes," "smells good," etc. 
On the other hand some of these items were completely ignored 
by the older groups in favor of the teacher's "ability" and 
"discipline." 
The traits included some rather questionable items such 
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as 11 Nice 11 and "Good Personality." "Nice" seemed to be a 
rather ineffectual way for the less able children to express 
an opinion in a positive way about a teacher. However, in 
general, the context of the comments centered around this 
adjective seemed to indicate that the child felt a warm and 
close feeling toward the type of teacher he was describing. 
"Good Personality," on the other hand, probably indicated 
much the same feeling and was a way of identifying that 
kind of person who was buoyant and interesting. These 
same traits showed up in a negative way on the summary of 
negative comments included in Table 4. 
Table 4. Student Opinions Concerning 
Why a Poor Teacher is Disliked 
Trait Rank Order 
Grade Grade Grade Grade 
I-III IV-VI VII-IX X-XII 
{1) (2) 
Unpleasant disposition ••••••• 1 
Gives too much work •••••••••• 2 
Too strict ••••••••••••••••••• 3 
Does not allow us to do 
things we like •••••••••••••• ~ 
Wears glasses •••••••••••••••• / 
Shouts too much •••••••••••••• 6 
Ilnpolite ••••••••••••••••••••• 7 
Unattractive •••••• ' ••••••••••• 8 
Un.fair. . • • • . • . . • . • • • • • . . • • • • • 9 
Unkind .•••••..•.••••••••••••• 10 
Untidy •••••••••••••••••••••.• ll 
Authoritative •••••••••••••••• l2 
Too stout •••••••••••••••••••• 13 
Not nice ••••••••••••••••••••• l4 
Lack of subject matter know-
ledge • ..................... . 15 
(3) 
2 
3 
1 
5 
0 
4 
29 
30 
7 14 
19 
13 
0 
0 
15 
(4) 
1 
18 
2 
37 
0 
7 
15 
0 
9 
27 
26 
10 
0 
0 
28 
( 5) 
2 
18 
7 
24 
0 
10 
0 
0 
4 
23 
25 
17 
0 
0 
9 
Table 4. (Concluded) 
Trait 
(1) 
Poor methods •••••••••••• 
Work is too easy •••••••• 
Rough. • •..•.•••••••....•. 
Too old ••••••••••••••••• 
Does not explain work ••• 
Not punctual •••••••••••• 
Not strict enough ••••••• 
Hurries pupils •••••••••• 
Does not help students •• 
Incompetent ••••••••••••• 
Has £avorites ••••••••••• 
Impatient ••••••••••••••• 
Poor sense of humor ••••• 
Unattractive room ••••••• 
Sarcastic ••••••••••.•••• 
Not understanding ••••••• 
Eats in front of class •• 
Does not like job ••••••• 
Lazy •• •..••••••.•••.••.• 
Does not like children •• 
Poor personality •••••••• 
Has no room activities •• 
Allows no £un ••••••••••• 
Poor voice and diction •• 
Self-centered ••••••••••• 
Arbitrary ••••••••••••••• 
Unfriendly •••••••••••••• 
Poor discipline ••••••••• 
Gives too much homework. 
Undemocratic •••••••••••• 
Prejudiced •••••••••••••• 
Superior •••••••••••••••• 
Hard marker ••••••••••••• 
tJlll11li)J>~· •••••••••••••••• 
Poor sport •••••••••••••• 
Poorly trained •••••••••• 
Not intelligent ••••••••• 
Boring . ....•............ 
Smokes • ••••••••••••••••• 
Grade 
I-III 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Rank Order 
Grade Grade Grade 
IV-VI VII-IX X-XII 
( 3) 
18 
28 
0 
0 
10 
0 
6 
8 
9 
11 
12 
16 
17 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2.5 
26 
27 
31 
32 
33 
34 
3.5 
36 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(4) 
29 
0 
0 
0 
8 
0 
2.5 
36 
11 
12 
.5 
20 
6 
0 
32 
13 
0 
0 
0 
30 
19 
0 
0 
22 
0 
31 
17 
3 
4 
ii 
21 
23 
24 
33 
~~ 
0 
0 
(5) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
16 
0 
11 
13 
1 
12 
15 
0 
27 
.5 
0 
21 
28 
0 
22 
0 
0 
0 
0 
29 
30 
8 
6 
20 
14 
34 
32 
31 
0 
0 
0 
19 
33 
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Table 4 lists the opinions students had of their teachers 
in a negative way. Here there was some agreement on the 
first two choices. The primary children and the junior high 
children rated "Unpleasant disposition" number one. Grades 
IV-VI put "Too strict" in first position, and grades X-XII 
listed "Has favorites" first. The second choice for the 
intermediates and the high sehoolers was "Unpleasant 
disposition." The primaries place "Gives too much work" 
second and the junior high children indicated "Too strict" 
as their second concern. 
The third positions were widely divergent. Grades I-III 
chose "Too strict," grades IV-VI, "Gives too much work," 
grades VII-IX, "Poor discipline," grades X-XII, "Does not 
explain the work." 
The final tabulated choice of the primary children was 
"Not punctual," while the last choice of the intermediate 
children was,"Unfriendly." The junior high children made 
"Does not allow us to do things we liken their final trait 
and the high school children were least interested in "Super-
iority,. as a negative trait. 
The pattern for the negative traits is not quite as clear 
cut from the lower to the higher grades~ it was for the 
positive traits. However, this may be due to the fact that 
it was apparently more difficult for the children to think of 
negati:te<' comments as was indicated by the fact that most 
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of the questionnaires contained much less on this tupic than 
the other. Some who wrote voluminous reports on the positive 
.factors, simply wrote, "I liked all rrry teachers. 11 and le.ft 
the rest blank--this, in spite of' the .fact that no one signed 
his name and the pupils were urged to "imagine" a poor teacher 
even though they m.ay never have had one. 
The negative comments tended to become more child-
centered rather than teacher-centered. In other words, the 
children picked out things that had a direct bearing on them 
as individuals such as "Has .favorites, 11 11Unfair," "Does not 
explain work," etc. One could sense .from the tenor o.f 
comments, particularly in the older grades, that the student 
was measuring a poor teacher in terms o.f his own personal 
relationships and school progress with the teacher. Such 
comments as "She always picks on me." or 11He has pets." were 
not infrequent comments in the upper grades. 
The theory that 11 dif'.ferences11 exist in the personal 
qualities o.f teachers as one goes .from the lower to the upper 
grades is apparent in the appraisals of' the children and was 
strengthened by the findings o.f this study. 
It can be said that the results of this investigation 
tend to show that students think o.f their teachers in many 
different ways depending on the pupil's age. However, it 
can be said that all students look upon good teachers as 
extremely human individuals--as people who can be approached, 
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and people who have a warm, personal feeling for the individual 
student. These personal qualities far outweigh in most 
instances the intellectual qualities. By the same token, when 
the child thinks negatively about teachers it is evident 
that here, too, exist many different opinions as the ratings 
vary from the primary grades to the senior high school. In 
short, the students consider that a poor teacher is an 
unpleasant individual who is singularly called a "grouch," 
a "crab," and other equally disagreeable names. He also is 
"unfair" and, among other things, "has favorites" and "shouts 
too much." All of these are highly personal qualities and 
show a very significant feeling among this group concerning 
their teachers. 
11 The Charters and Waples rank list of teachers• traits 
showed certain differences and similarities to the writer's 
findings. Their items of first rank were as follows: 
Grade Kg.--II Considerateness 
Grade III-VI Considerateness 
Grade VII--IX Good judgment 
Grade x--XII Breadth of interest 
It can be seen that there is a similarity between the 
writer•s findings and the study quoted at the elementary 
level, but at the secondary school level there was considerable 
difference. 
1JV. W. Charters and Douglas Waples, op. cit., pp. 14-19. 
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The results of the pupil opinion survey confirmed the 
original hypothesis that differences in the personal charac-
teristics of teachers may exist from grade-level to grade-
level. This contention is supported by the writer's research 
• 
through the,.variatiori of the pupil response patterns listed 
above con~erning goo~ and poor teachers in grades I to XII. 
3~ Teacher Evaluation 
~ supervisory rating.--All of the teachers in this 
study were raJed by their principals or superintendent. 
r 
Each principal involyed was a supervising principal and, in 
the one community where teaching-principals were involved, 
. 
the superiiltendent d:id the rating. The rater was given 
jt 
the writer's defini ~ion of an "effective" teacher as an: 
"individual whose personal qualities and professional prepara-
" him to b& outstandingly successful in creating 
• 
tion enable 
,
the kind of teaching•learning environment in which it is 
evidenced that boys and girls show marked mental, physical, y 
social, spiritual and emotional growth. 11 With this standard 
"concept• of the effective teacher before him, the rater was 
then asked to list the names of the 25% of his staff that 
most nearly approximated this ideal, and the 25% of his 
staff that least nearly approximated this ideal. It can be 
' seen that this left 5o% of the personnel in the middle 
category. 
. 
!/See appendix D, p.~ 269. 
-J :~ 
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In effect, what the rater did, then, was to split his 
staff in half according to ability and to decide which half 
of each of these halves was either most effective or least 
effective. y 
There is much evidence similar to the McCall study 
to indicate that a supervisory rating is not necessarily a 
true picture of a teacher's ability. It is contended that 
too many things such as the rater's personality, background, 
etc. enter the situation and create bias. The writer has 
arbitrarily taken the position that this concept is entirely 
true in comparisons as refined as, "good," "better," and 
"best" teachers, but that, by seeking a choice of only the 
8 best" and the "worst" teachers, the possibility of bias is 
reduced considerably. 
However, in spite of personal confidence in this basic 
plan, it was felt wise to seek a more objective measure to 
use in conjunction with the supervisory rating. In choosing 
an instrument to measure teacher "effectiveness," it was 
important to find an objective measure which could be 
administered by this researcher who was unknown to his 
prospective subjects, which would be interesting and challeng-
ing enough to secure the co-operation of the volunteers to 
be tested and, yet, would not antagonize them in this very 
delicate aspect of the problem. It was, of course, also 
l/William A. McCall, op. cit., pp.40 
necessary that this instrument meet the reliability and 
validity standards essential in the undertaking of an 
experiment such as this. 
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Man~ instruments were investigated. To mention a few, y 
there were: THE MINNESOTA TEACHER ATTITUDES IKVENTORY , y 
THE EXPERIMENTAL SCALE ON ATTITtJDES , TECHNIQUE FOR THE 
JJ 
MEASUREMENT OF SOCIAL*EMOTIONAL CLIMATE IN CLASSROOMS , 
1!1 
TECHNIQUE FOR THE MEASUREMENT OF PROFESSIONAL DISTANCE , 
21 
THE TEACHING EVALUATION RECORD , and the GTJIDE TO STANDARD y 
INTERVIEW • 
With the exception of one of these tests, each was 
found unsuitable for inclusion in the study. Some of the 
tests did not have adequate reliability coefficients developed, 
others offered little interest or challenge because of their 
general make-up, and still others were impractical because 
they consumed too much administration time. 
1/W. W. Cook, et al, op. cit., pp. 15 
g/W. c. Cottle and w. w. Lewis Jr., An Experimental Scale 
~ Attitudes, University of Kansas, Lawrence, 1953, pp. ~ 
2/John Withall, The Development of a Technique for the 
Measurement of sOCial-Emotional C!imate In ClassrooMS; 
Unpublished Doctor•s Dissertation, university or Chicago, 1948. 
l!/Earl M. Grotke, Anthony Schwarz, and Jack w. Best, Inventory 
of Beliefs, Unpublished Master's Thesis, University or 
Wisoons~n, 1949. 
2/Dwight E. Beecher, The Teaching Evaluation Record, Syracuse 
University Press, Syr~use, !953, pp. 16 
6/Charles o. Richter, op. cit. pp. 195. 
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y 
The Richter Guide to Standard Interview was the 
instrument which best met the writer's qualifications for 
the purposes of this study. This instrument used a film 
slide technique whereby the picture of a teaching--learning 
situation was shown to a group of teachers and several 
questions or evaluative statements were asked about each 
picture. In his original study Richter used 50 slides and 
asked eight questions about each slide. He found that some 
seventy-six questions about thirty-two of the slides dis-
criminated between "strong" and "weak" teachers with a 
reliability coefficient of .92. In order to refine this 
instrument to meet the practical limits of a sixty minute 
time factor, the writer took the seventy-six discriminating 
items and thirty-two discriminating slides and setthem up in 
2/ 
a single test booklet employing an individual answer sheet.-
Correcting devices were also developed with the net result 
being an instrument which was interesting, well constructed, 
and statistically sound, and short enough to be administered 
to any group of teachers in approximately sixty minutes. The 
scores derived from this instrument, combined with the 
supervisor's rating were used according to a method previously 
1/Ibld., pp. 19 
2/See Appendix I p. 292a. 
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described to establish criteria for the ramification of the 
sample studied into "effective" and "ineffective" teachers. 
4. Personality Evaluation 
Choice £! personal characteristics measure.--The field 
ot personality testing was reviewed carefully both through 
the literature and by means of actual experimentation with 
several of the older measures of personality, and many of 
the newer instruments which are as yet relatively untried. 
!he ideal test for this project pointed toward the discovery 
of an instrument which: (1) had been published and used long 
enough to have reached some degree of refinement and stability; 
(2} was short enough and easily administerable, so as to make 
the taking of it a pleasant experience rather than a chore 
for those volunteering to participate in the experiment; 
(3) measured the "characteristics" which the writer's research 
and experience indicated might be pertinent to discovering 
the differences in the "effective" and the "ineffective" 
teachers at the various grade levels; (4) purported to 
aeasure well-defined and non-overlapping characteristics; 
and (5) had established reliability and validity coefficients 
of sufficient degree to justify the use of the instrument in 
the study. 
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After considerable investigation and the rejection of 
11 
many tests, the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey was 
chosen as the instrument which was best tailored to the needs 
of this experiment. This instrument, published in 1949, was 
devised by Wayne s. Zimmerman and J. P. Guilford--both well-
recognized researchers in the field of personality measure-
ment. The test is composed of three hundred statements to 
which the individual being tested reacts with "yes" or "no" 
responses. While the test was lengthy as far as the number 
of items included was concerned, the statements were relatively 
simple to react to, and the entire test could be completed 
in as little time as twenty-nime minutes or in a maximum of 
fifty-five minutes. The writer's research concerning person-
ality characteristics pointed toward the importance of the 
use of a factor analytic approach to the determination of 
the traits to be measured. T.be Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament 
Survey seemed to meet this qualification admirably as 
Guilford is one of the outstanding authorities in the field 
and this test was built on a factorial plan which claims 
statistical support to justify the separation and independence 
of the ten characteristics measured. The instrument chosen 
measures positive and negative tendencies around the follow-
ing ten traits: General activity or energy, .as oppose~ 
!fJ. P. Guilford and Wayne S. Zimmerman, op. cit., pp. 1. 
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to slowness of action or inefficiency; restraint and 
deliberateness as opposed to happy-go-lucky and im-
pulsiveness; ascendance or leadership traits as 
opposed to submissiveness or habits of following; 
sociability as opposed to shyness; emotional stability 
or cheerfulness as opposed to pessimism and gloominess; 
objectivity as opposed to suspiciousness or fancying 
of hostility; friendliness and respect for others as 
opposed to contempt for others and readiness to fight; 
thoughtfulness and reflectiveness as opposed to mental 
disconcertedness; personal relations or tolerance 
of people as opposed to hypercriti-calness of people 
and habits of faultfinding; and masculinity of 
emotions as opposed to interest in feminine activities 
and vocations. 
Though one may question the appropriateness of 
the characteristics measured in any personality 
inventory, it is contended that the traits suggested 
above encompass a list of qualities that is reasonably 
common and representative of all of the many rating 
scales and evaluative studies involving investigations 
of teaching efficiency. That thes~ traits are 
unrelated and measure a separate factor is assured 
72 
by the computation of very low intercorrelations between 
each trait and all of the others in the norm sample 
These characteristics with their interpretive 
ramifications as set forth by the authors were in har-
mony with the writer's research and the hypothesis 
of his problem. Finally, reliability coefficients 
on the order of .75 to .85 indicated that the instrument 
met the qualifications necessary to include it in the 
battery of instruments necessary to carry out this study. 
5. Teacher Judgment Evaluation 
~ Child Development Expectancy Index.--One dimension 
which seemed of importance in evaluating the differences in 
the characteristics of teachers of various grade-levels was 
the teacher's ability to judge expected behavior patterns ar 
children. In other words, an attempt should be made to dis-
cover whether or not teachers were expecting more or ~ 
of children than they had a right .to and, also, an attempt sh 
should be made to determine whether or not a pattern of over-
expectancy or under-expectancy was evident at the various 
grade-levels. 
To this end the writer devised the· CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
1/ 
EXPECTANCY INDEX---an instrument which attempts to measure 
those factors discussed above. For convenience, this instrument 
1/See Appendix F, ~- 272. 
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shall hereafter be referred to as the CDE INDEX. 
This test consists of one hundred twenty statements 
concerning the behavior of children from 0-20 years of age. 
Several hundred such statements were taken from the literature 
v y ~ 
of Doll, Kearney, and Gesell and Amatruda from which the 
one hundred twenty items used in the instrument were chosen. 
The teacher is asked to read each statement carefully and 
estimate the age-level when each function first becomes 
sufficiently well-developed to be a natural part or the average 
individual's make-up. The teacher was then cautioned against 
thinking about specific children and, particularly, to elim-
inate from his mind his own children or children within the 
immediate family as they might well be "above-average." For 
each of these behavior statements the teacher wrote his 
estimate of the correct age-level for an average child. 
Purpose of the instrument.--The CDE INDEX was designed 
to reveal the judgment capacity of an individual in regard 
to his attitude concerning the expected development of average 
children as they progress from birth to young adulthood. 
The word, "judgment," of course, indicates that there 
!/Edgar A. Doll, op. cit., pp. 75-257. 
g/Nolan c. Kearney, op. cit., pp. 53-120. 
3/A. Gesell and c. Amatruda, op. cit., pp. 59-86. 
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must be some mental competition between the subjects being 
examined and the test construct<>r, concerning "age-level" 
placements of the various items. 
The instrument is organized around five major aspects 
of child development: 
(1) Self-help Skills 
(2) Communication Skills 
(3) Physical Development 
(4) Social and Emotional Development 
(5} School-centered Development 
These areas were consolidated from lists compiled by 
11 y 
Doll and Kearney in their studies of child development in 
the manner indicated below. 
1. Self-Help Skills 
2. Communication Skills 
3. Physical Development 
4. Social and Emotional 
Development 
Self-help-general 
Self-help-eating 
Self-help-dressing 
(Doll) 
(Doll} 
{Doll) 
C<l>:mmunica tion {Doll and Kearney) 
Locomotion {Doll) 
Physical Development (Doll) 
Occupation (Doll) 
Social and Emotional Development 
{Kearney) 
Ethical Behavior, Standards, Values 
Self Direction 
Socialization 
Social World 
Social Relations 
(Kearney) 
{Doll) 
{Doll) 
{Kearney} 
(Kearney) 
1/Edgar A. Doll, op. cit., pp. 75-257. 
~/Nolan C. Kearney, op. cit., pp. 53-120. 
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5. School-Centered Development Physical World (Kearney) 
Esthetic Development (Kearney) 
Quantitative Relationships (Kearney} 
!/-
Scoring of the ~ Index.--fbe scoring keys developed, 
l!st a three-year age-span for each item, indicating the time 
when the development of each behavior should be sufficiently 
well established t<i> be categorized. In choosing each age-
span it bas been the intent to include the years both above y :J/ 
and below that established by Doll and Gesell and, in the 
w 
case of Kearney, to include the ages which he designates as 
the primary, intermediate, and junior high school levels. 
The test corrector, using the scoring keys, checks each 
teacher response against that on the score key. If the teacher 
response on an item matches any one or the three age-levels 
on the score key, a score of 0 is credited to that item; if 
the teacher response for an item falls above the three age-
levels on the score card, a score of I 1 is credited to that 
item; and, if the teacher response for an item falls below 
the three age-levels on the score key, a score of -1 is 
credited to that item. 
For example, in the sample item: 
A. Goes to school unattended 
1/See Appendix H p. 292. 
~/Edgar Doll, op. cit., pp. 75-257. 
:J/A. Gesell and C. Amatruda, op. cit., pp. 59-86 
1t/Nolan A. Kearney, op. cit., pp. 53-120 
( 5 ) 
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the score key indicates that either 4, 5, or 6 wo~d be an 
acceptable answer. If the subject's response were 7 or more, 
he would receive a f l score for the item. If the subject's 
response were 3 or less, he woUld receive a -1 score for the 
item. 
It should be noted here that the items were so arranged 
in this test as to follow a rotating pattern of items 
concerned with: {l) Self-help Skills, {2) Communication 
Skills, {3) Physical Development, {4) Social and Emotional 
Development, and (5) School-centered Development. Although 
it did not come within the scope of this study to do so, this 
arrangement was made to allow the reaearcher to secure 
individual indeces in each of the five areas covered if the 
need arose. 
In this way, if one is interested in a single "expectancy 
index," for example, on SCHOOLWCENTERED ITEMS, he need be 
concerned with only every fifth item (5, 10, 15, etc.); if an 
index on COMMUNICATION SKILLS is desired, the second item 
in every group of five {2, 7, 12, 17, etc.) can be used, and 
so on for each of the five divisions. 
To interpret the scores into a meaningful index, a y 
formula for this purpose was developed which would eliminate 
negative quantities and make all scores whole numbers as 
1/J. E. Alman, Director, Boston University Office of Statistical 
and Research Services, developed the formula for use with this 
scoring technique. 
follows: 
( 
CDE Index 1oo < 1 I ( 
U - D ) N ) 
) 
Where: u - sum of the overestimated items (ll•s) 
D sum of underestimated items (-1 1 s) 
N _ number of items in the test (120} 
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It can be seen readily that, if one were determining 
indeces for the sub-groups N would have to change accordingly. 
By way of example the ODE Index for an individual receiving 
56 I l's and 26 - l's would be computed as follows: 
I 1 scores 56 
- 1 scores 26 
no-
Subatituting: = 100 ~ 1 1 26 - 26> ( 120 ~ - 100 ~1 I. 30 ~ ( ~} 
( ) ( ) 
= 100 ( 1 I .25> = 100 (1.25) •125 CDE ( } ( ) 
Scores resulting in less than 100 will indicate that 
a person expects more than be bas a right to expect of children. 
Scores resulting in more than 100 indicate that a person 
expects less than he has a right to of children. The indivi-
-
dual whose score approximates the optimum of 100 will indicate 
wither that there is relative agreement between his judgment 
and the criterion judgments or that there is relatively equal 
balance in his under and over expecting as far as child 
development is concerned. 
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A chart of all possible CDE Index scores both positive 
11 
and negative was computed for easy reference. 
6. Population of the Study 
Communities included.!,!!!!!,! study.--The sample selected 
for this research came from eleven different communities 
encompassing: twenty, six-grade elementary schools; two, 
eight-grade elementary schools; and seven, secondary schools, 
or a total of twenty-nine different schools. The communities 
were selected from among those within commuting distance of 
the writer which were having no more than the ordinary share 
of organizational d:l:;f'ficulties accompanied with the "growing 
pains" of the times; in order to assure a certain amount of 
stability to the over-all quality of the types of teachers to 
be studied. Of the eleve.n cemmuni ties sampled, one was urban, 
five were suburban, and five were rural in their general 
make-up. No communi~y was chosen for the study which was not 
considered by the writer, a superintendent, an elementary 
principal, a high school principal, and supervisor to have 
an "average" or "better-than average" school system. 
1/See Appendix G pp. 290-1. 
Community 
(1) 
A. • •. • 
B. • • • • 
c ••••• 
D. • • • • 
E •• • • • 
F • • • •• 
G ••• •. 
H ••••• 
I •.. • . 
J ••••• 
K • • •• • 
Total 
79 
Table 5. The PQpulation of Communities 
i 
I 
I 
I 
Sampled for the Teacher Characteristic 
study. 
11WIIlber of Schools Selected 
Population 
(2) 
23809 
20549 
9512 
7184 
7030 
6244 
4401 
4059 
2551 
2426 
2088 
i 
I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
Elem. 
I-VI 
(3) 
3 
3 
3 
4 
1 
3 
2 
1 
20 
Elem. 
I-VIII 
(4) 
2 
I 
I 
I 
2 
I 
l 
I 
! 
l 
Secondary 
VII-XII 
(5) 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
7 
As has been stated earlier, the findings of this study 
include data from each of the communities listed above with 
the exception of one. One of the communities was intentionally 
omitted to assure a maximum of anonymity to those teachers 
participating in the study. 
Teachers were asked to volunteer for this experiment within 
the various school systems and the various schools. In order 
to get as large a sample as possible, it was necessary to meet 
teachers "on their own ground" at whatever time they demanded. 
In some eases it was after school: In others, it was at lunch 
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time. In no case did a school system dismiss teachers 
early to take part in the project. There were only three 
communities in which every school participated and there 
were only two schools in which every teacher volunteered 
and completed all of the three tests. 
For the purposes of this research the teachers were 
categorized according to the primary grades (I-III), inter-
mediate grades (IV-VI), and secondary grades (VII-IX). In 
those schools set up on an eight-grade elementary basis the 
teachers falling into the grade VII or VIII bracket were 
included with the secondary people. The secondary school 
category included only those grades commonly considered to 
be junior high school grades and, wherever a six-year high 
school group was tested, the scores include only those of 
teachers who had classes at the seventh, eighth, or ninth-
grade level. 
The teachers were further categorized according to their 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness. The criteria for determin-
ing the group into which a teacher would fall included: The 
rating of the principal o~ superintendent and the outcome of 
the teacher's score on the Richter Guide to Standard Inter-
1/ 
view in the manner described in Chapter II. 
Additional classification resulted in the separation of 
1/Charles 0. Richter, op. cit., pp. 19 
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the scores o£ male and £emale teachers. 
Final rami£ication of teacher sub-groups.--In the final 
analysis a total o£ ten sub-groups were developed as follows: 
1. Primary-£emale-effective 
2. Primary-female-ineffective 
3. Intermediate-female-effective 
4. Intermediate-female-ineffective 
5. Secondary-female-effective 
6. Secondary-female-ineffective 
1. Intermediate-male-effective 
8. Intermediate-male-ineffective 
9. Secondary-male-effective 
10. Secondary-male-ineffective 
~· It will be noted that there were no male teachers tested 
at the primary level. 
Table 6 gives a break-down of the numbers of scores used 
in the study according to the categories discussed above. 
Table 6. Number of Individual Scores 
From Each Classification 
Classification Effective Ineffective 
(1) (2) (3) 
Primary-female •••••••••• 52 35 
Intermediate female ••••• 42 37 
Secondary female •••••••• 35 32 
Intermediate male •.••••• 13 9 
Secondary male •••••••••• 26 30 
Total . .................. 168 143 
Total 
(4) 
87 
79 
67 
22 
56 
311 
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At this point the reader should be informed of a general 
pattern of difficulty that manifested itself in all but two 
of the school systems tested. When the writer appeared at a 
school to give the first test (usually the personality measure), 
he ordinarily met with anywhere from ten to twenty-five 
teachers. When he came to present the second tes~, the size 
of the group had dwindled by two or three subjects, and, by 
the time the third test was given, the size of the group 
usually dropped still more. Reasons for this mortality 
stemmed from so-called legitimate excuses such as illness, 
other appointments, etc. to general apathy to any type of 
research. Frequently, those teachers, who could not take one 
of the tests, voluntarily made up the missing test through 
individual arrangement with the writer. 
The purpose of the foregoing is merely to acquaint the 
reader with one of the difficulties met in evolving the final 
study sample of teachers to be tested. If the reader is to 
appreciate the number of scores in the final sample, he must 
recognize this basic difference in the difficulty encountered 
when securing a teacher sample as opposed to the ease of 
securing a pupil sample. 
It is evident from Table 6 that the completed scores of 
three hundred eleven teachers were used in the study. Of 
these, one hundred sixty-eight were attriPuted to effective 
teachers of all grade-levels and one hundred forty-three were 
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attributed to ineffective teachers of all grade-levels. 
Further, eighty-seven of the individuals tested were primary 
women teachers, seventy-nine were intermediate women teachers, 
sixty-seven were secondary women teachers, twenty-two were 
intermediate men teachers, and fifty-six were secondary men 
teachers. 
The entire test battery included, for each teacher: 
(1) a supervisory rating, (2) a Richter Guide score, (3) a 
CDE Index Score, and (4) ten personality trait scores. This 
afforded thirteen different dimensions of objective and sub-
jective measurement concerning each teacher and resulted in 
a final analysis of four thousand forty-three different scores 
included in the study. 
Each teacher was provided with a personal analysis of 
his own test score for each instrumentproviding motivation 
for a continuing interest in the project. While these 
analyses may have so discouraged a few that they dropped out, 
it is felt that they were the stimulation necessary to keep 
the large majority interested in the progress of the study. 
1. Statistical Design 
Major objectives £! !£! plan.--The value of any study 
lies in the ultimate meaningfulness and utility of its find-
ings. To present these findings in a clear and concise 
manner is the function of the statistical design of the study. 
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~ssentially, the plan projected here was the comparison 
and contrast of large and variable masses of information and, 
in order to do this, a null hypothesis must be assumed con-
cerning each of the variables measured. Testing these 
hypotheses will be one of the major concerns of this study. 
Simply stated, the null hypothesis to be tested, is: 
There are no differences among primary, intermediate, and 
secondary school teachers--effective and ineffective-- con-
cerning each of the characteristics measured. 
Additional treatment of the data includes the compari-
sons of the mean scores of the various sub-groups for each 
characteristic measured taking into account the standard 
deviations for each mean. 
Reliability £! !h! CDE Index.--The reliability of the 
writer's instrument, the CDE Index, is necessarily an important 
factor in the statistical plan. Reliability has been defined 
as the degree of consistency with which a test measures 
whatever it does measure and of the degree to which all y 
compensating errors are absent. The traditional method of 
estimating reliability has consisted in the use of the product-
moment correlation coefficient. The term, "reliability of 
a test," was first defined as the correlation coefficient 
between one half and the other half of several measurements 
1/J. c. Wert, C• 0. Neidt, J. s. Ahmann, op. cit., p. 329. 
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• 
of the same thing. ~bus, it bas been eommon until fairly 
recently•to determine reliability by: (1) the-retest method--
doing the iame test twice; (2) obtaining the correlation 
• 
between s~ores on equivalent forms of the test; (3) the 
split-test ·or split-half method--consisting in obtaining the 
correlation coefficient between the scores on the odd and 
even items of the test. This gave a correlation of each half 
of the test and, to obtain reliability on the whole test, 
1/ 
application is made of the Spearman-Brown formula.-
In this study reliability estimates were developed 
utilizing procedures based on the internal analysis of data 
secured in a single trial of a test as the coefficient of 
internal consistency. The coefficients, so computed were y 
determined according to a formula developed by Hoyt using 
the analysis of variance method. 
The data necessary for Hoyt's calculations included the 
item scores and the score on the test for each individual. 
This method employs essentially the procedure used in a 
MOdel II analysis of variance. 
Thus the formula: 
r ~ 1 mean square residual 
mean square subjects 
1/Palmer 0. Johnson, op. cit., pp. 125-126 
2/Cyril Hoyt,"Test Reliability Obtained by Analysis of Variance," 
Psychometrika, (June, 1941}, Vol. 6, p. 155. 
or: 
r :::. 1 
where: 
s2- s8 - s11 s1 (N-1)(!-1) 
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Xl = sum of the minus responses for effective 
X2 = sum of the plus responses for effective 
X3 = sum of the minus responses for ineffective 
X4 = sum of the plus responses for ineffective 
Ss • £ Y2 
120 
~-..::> • N2 (~I2 ) 3 
-.r- - N - 2N(~Y) 
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~r2 = sum of squares for subject scores 
~Y = ~x2 - ~x1. I £.X4 - ~x3 
s1 = ~<x1> 2 I i.CX2> 2- 2{i.X1X2) I ~<x3> 2 I ~<X4> 2 - 2(u3x4.:) 
N 
{~X2 I ~X4 - ~Xl - ~X3) 2 
(N)(i) 
Item analysis o~ ~ ~ Index.--The item analysis o~ the 
Index was investigated using the chi-square technique. In 
effect, the theory which the chi-square technique supports 
is that it determines whether certain sample frequencies in a 
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classification are significantly different from those which 
would result if only chance factors were operating • 
.Y Symbolically, this may be expressed as: 
2 (Actual Frequency-Expected Frequency) 
Expected Frequency 
"To evaluate the probability that a chi square of 
a given size is within the expectation of chance 
fluctuation, it is necessary to consider the number 
of categories involved in the classification. It 
has already been noted in the formula for chi square 
that a fraction of the total value is contributed 
by each category, so the size of the chi-square will 
increase as the number of categories ;increases. 
To allow for this variation in the number of categories, 
tables ~t chi-square based upon various degrees of 
freedom have been determined."2/ 
This investigator was interested in the comparison of 
three gro~ps already divided simultaneously into two classi-
fications. With this information at hand it can be considered 
that a 2 x 3 contingency table was used to compute each of 
the :6crm chi-squares using the formula: 
x2 • (f0 ft)2 
ft 
where: x2 = chi square 
fo a observed frequency 
ft • theoretical or expected frequencies 
!}J.C. Wert, c •. o. Neidt, J. s. Ahmann, op. cit., p. 147. 
2/ Ibid, p. 148. 
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The degrees of freedom for chi square were computed in 
the usual manner by multiplying (r-1) (c-1) where r repre-
sents the number of rows and c the number of columns in the 
contingency table. 
This completed the writer's item analysis of the CDE 
Index and tabular explanations of the data will appear in 
detail in a later chapter. 
Comparison 2£. "trait" scores. --One··method of comparison 
used in this research was the simple comparison of the 
arithmetical means and their related standard deviations for 
the CDE Index score and each personality trait score. 
In determining the mean scores presented in this inves-
tigation the formula listed below was· ·used: 
= X 
"The standard deviation is the square root of the mean 
of the squares of the individual deviations from the mean·of 1/ •, 
the deviation."- In this research, standard deviation scores 
were computed as follows: 
ct =14 
where: X = the score in deviation form, i. e. x-x 
N = number of cases in the distribution 
The imp or tan t r elation ship to .be,. no~te d here is that in 
a normally distributed population, approximately 68% of the 
1/Ibid, p. 54 
cases will be found within one sigma length of either side 
ot the mean. This relationship will, of course, vary some-
what as the distribution becomes skewed. 
An extension of the comparison of the mean scores was 
a graphic interpretation of the same data in which the reader 
will be able to compare and contrast from composite line 
graphs the "characteristics" patterns found in this study 
among primary, intermediate, and secondary teachers, and 
between effective and ineffective teachers. 
Differences among the groups ~ classes.--The focus of 
this entire research lies in the treatment of data so as to 
adequately show whether differences do or do not exist among 
the various groups tested. The analysis of variance technique 
was selected as the best way of telling this story. By means 
of these computations the writer was able to test the 
significance of the null hypothesis concerning each of the 
traits measured and the underlying assumptions of the CDE 
Index. 
The usual methods of computing analysis of variance with 
multiple classification are applicable only when the numbers y 
of cases in the subclasses are proportional. In this study 
the number of cases was disproportional so it was, therefore, y 
impossible to follow the usual procedure. However, Patterson 
1/tbid. p. 211 
2/R. E. Patterson, "~~ Use of Adjusting Factors, in Analysis of 
Data with Disproportional Subclass Number," Journal of the Amer-
ican Statistical Association, (September, 1946), Vol. 41, pp. 334-34~ 
90 
has described a method for correcting this disproportionality 
and it was his plan that was followed. By means of this 
technique the means are first adjusted for disproportionality 
among the subgro~ps according to Patterson's method and the 
following.equation can be assumed: 
xij xj I x • Aij 
where Xij r~presents the i th individual in the j th row 
- th or column; Xj represents the mean of the j row or column; 
X represents the grand mean; and Aij represents the adjusted 
i th individual in the j th row or column. Thus, there is: 
S (Xij - Xj 1/X) 
Nj 
: ... X 
However, since this is a type of coding that does not 
affect the variability within the subclasses, it is necessary 
only to correct the mean of the subclasses where Xij is the 
mean of the i th subclass in the j th row or column; Xj is 
the mean of the jth row or colunm; ~ 1 is the grand mean; and 
Aij is the adjusted mean of the i th subclass in the ~ th 
row or col~. Thus, the process of adjusting is accomplished 
by substituting in the following equation: 
Xij - Xj I X • Aij 
The method is based upon the assumption that the weighted 
sum of squares of the subclass means that are adjusted for the 
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border mean erfects is an efficient estimate of the variance 
due to interaction. Justification for this assumption is 
indicated by the fact that the difference between the differ-
ences of subclass means ror a given classification is unchanged 
by the adjusting process. It is further demonstrated that 
if a sufficient number of adjustings are carried out, the 
results will be the same as those obtained by the method of 
fitting constants similar to the usual manner in which 
analysis of variance is computed withproportionality among 
ll 
the means. 
Correlation of the trait scores~~ other.--In 
order to enable the reader to qualify certain of the under-
lying conclusions of this investigation,, correlations between 
each of the trait scores and all the other scores of each 
sub-group and each classification have been figured. The 
formula for this computation follows: 
r xy = NS.XY ~X~ 
I Nu2 - (S.X) 2 N£Y2 - (~Y)2 
'·i.:,· .. ·. 
where: 
N = total number of cases 
X = Trait score 1 
y. Trait scores 2, 3, 4, etc. 
1/R. E. Patterson, OJ2• cit., p. 344. 
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8. Recapitulation 
Final plan £f the study.--The final plan of the study 
consisted of four major phases: (1} the selection of the sample; 
(2} the choice of criteria for the effective and ineffective 
teacher, and the administration of the Richter Gu~de to y 
Standard Interview; (3} the administration of the Child 
2/ 
Development Expectancy Index;- and (4) the administration of y 
the Guilford-ZLmmerman Temperament Survey. From the statis-
tical analysis of the results of the measures listed above it 
was the writer's intention to draw certain conclusions con-
cerning whether or not "differences" existed among men and 
women teachers, effective and ineffective, as they were sur-
veyed from grade-level to grade-level in the areas covered 
by the tests. It was postulated that there may be differences 
in each of the ten personality traits measured which would be 
evident and predominate at either the primary, intermediate, 
or secondary levels. In the same manner of thinking, it was 
hypothesized that there could be a pertinent relationship 
between effective and ineffective teachers and among primary, 
intermediate, and secondary sehool teachers concerning their 
over expectancy or underexpectancy of child growth and 
development patterns. 
1/Charles 0. Richter, op. cit., pp. 19 
2/See Appendix F,pp. 272. 
3/J. P. Guilford and W. s. Zimmerm·an, op. cit., pp. 7 
. 
. , 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
1. The Problem 
Scope of ~ Survey.--The survey of teacher characteris-
tics sampled some three hundred eleven public school teachers 
from eleven communities of southeastern Massachusetts. Of 
this number, eighty-seven were primary-grade women teachers, 
seventy-nine were intermediate-grade women teachers, twenty-
two were intermediate-grade men teachers, sixty-seven were 
secondary-school women teachers, and fifty-six were secondary-
school men teachers. 
Each teacher was given three tests--an evaluative instru-
ment, a personality measure, and a measure of expectancy 
judgments. The avowed objective in presenting this battery 
ot tests was: (1) to help categorize teachers at each level 
according to effective and ineffective; (2) to determine what 
personal characteristics existed among the teachers tested 
and to discover whether or not differences were apparent from 
grade-level to grade-level or between effective and ineffec-
tive teachers; and (3) to draw conclusions concerning whether 
or not effective and ineffective teachers among the primary, 
.intermediate, and secondary grade-levels expect more or less 
or children than they should. 
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It is the purpose or this chapter to present an analysis 
of the data obtained and to interpret it tabularly and 
graphically for convenience in relating these findings to 
the original hypotheses or the study. 
2. Evaluative Data 
1/ 
The Richter Guide to Standard Interview.~-Each teacher 
was given this test and results, on the whole, showed a 
tendency toward much lower scores than those obtained by 
Richter on the original test. This was undoubtedly partially 
due to the isolation or only the discriminatory statements 
of the test and the elimination of all other statements. 
However, it was felt that the test did differentiate among 
the effective and ineffective teachers, but at a lower cut-
off score for each subgroup. Therefore, a frequency distri-
bution of the results of this test was set up for men and 
women teachers in each grade-level gro~p and a median, Ql, 
and Q3 computed. It can be seen in table 6 that there was 
some variation in the results of these measures: 
Table 7. Medians, Q1 , and Q3 for All Teachers taking the Evaluative Measure. 
Group Ql Median Q3 N 
(1} (2) (3) (4) (5} 
Primary Women •••••••••••••• 20.16 24.48 33.06 93 
!/Charles o. Richter, OE· cit., pp. 19 
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Table 7 (Concluded) 
Group Ql Median Q3 N 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Intermediate Women ••••••• 15.09 22.62 27.45 80 
Secondary Women •••••••••• 12.66 19.50 24.10 67 
Intermediate Men ••••••••• 10.68 20.64 24.36 22 
Secondary Men •••••••••••• 9.82 14.50 21.66 56 
Total 318 
It can be seen that the range or quartile and median 
pointe varies considerably among the subclasses. This is 
undoubtedly due to the fact that this investigator carried the 
test far beyond its intended limits. It was designed for use 
with elementary teachers and, at that, is admittedly somewhat 
directed toward the primary side. This writer's extension of 
the instrument into the junior high school, or course, limits 
the ease with which the subjects can respond. However, it 
was felt that certain basic principles inherent to good and 
poor teaching situations at any level are illustrated in the 
test slides and, though the secQndary-school scores were 
expected to be considerably lower, there would be relative 
discriminative power at either extremity of the scale at this 
level. 
Supervisory rating.--As has been stated earlier, every 
96 
teacher was also rated in the upper or lower twenty-five 
per cent of the staff or in the middle fifty per cent of the 
staff by either a principal or superintendent. In one 
community this phase of the investigation was carried out by 
the superintendent because a great many teaching-principals 
were involved and it was felt that, in this case, the rating 
of the superintendent would more nearly be comparable to all 
of the other ratings given. 
Thereafter, the procedure for categorizing the teachers 
beca~e a task of matching the score on the evaluation measure 
with the rating. If a teacher's score on the Richter test 
were above the fiftieth percentile and his supervisory 
rating fell above the lower quartile, he was included in 
the effective group. Also, if a teacher were placed in 
the upper quartile on the rating and scored above the 
lower quartile on the Richter test, he was classified 
with the effective group. In like manner, all those 
teachers who scored below the fiftieth percentile on the 
Richter test and below the upper quartile on the rating were 
placed in the ineffective group. And those teachers who 
scored in the lower quartile on the rating and below the 
upper quartile on the Richter instrument were also included 
in the ineffective category. 
y 
Using this method of matching and classifying, the 
three hundred eighteen subjects who completed the total 
test battery were classified according to table 8. 
1/ See Appendix J, p. 292b, for a graphic representation 
of the classification technique. 
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Table 8. Number of Effective and Ineffective 
Teachers Classified in the Selected 
Sample. 
No. In No. In 
Group Each Mortality 
Sample Level 
(1) (2) (3) {4) 
Primary~Women-Effective •••••• 52 87 0 Primary-Women-Ineffective •••• 35 
Intermediate-Women-Effective. 42 79 1 Intermediate-Women-Ineffective 37 
Secondary-Women-Effective •••• 35 67 0 Secondary-Women-Ineffective •• 32 
Intermediate-Men-Effective ••• 13 22 0 Intermediate-Men Ineffective. 9 
Secondary-Men-Effective •••••• 26 56 0 Secondary-Men-Ineffective •••• 30 
Total 311 311 7 
Mortality, as noted in table 8, resulted from the loss 
of cases where an individual scored in the upper quartile on 
the written test, but was rated in the lower quartile by the 
rater or where the opposite situation existed. These cases 
were eliminated from any further use in the study, thereby, 
bringing the number in the final sample to three hundred 
eleven teachers. 
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3. Null Hypothesis 
statement £! ~ ~ hypothesis.--rt should be repeated 
here that the underlying assumption in this investigation is 
the null hypothesis. Much of the data that follow will be 
concerned with the acceptance or the rejection of that hypothe-
sis. The sources of variation for which the null hypothesis 
is tested include: (1) the EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE teacher 
group, ( 2) the GRADE-LEVEL group, and ( 31) the INTERACTION 
between these groups. 
The null hypothesis for each of these groups among both 
men and women teachers will be tested concerning every one 
of the ten factors of the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament 
-y 
Survey and the CDE Index. 
Simply stated, these null hypotheses are as follows: 
(1} !B!! hypothesis ~ effective-ineffective--
There is ££ difference between the effective 
and ineffective teachers of a given group 
concerning each of the eleven variables. 
(2) ~hypothesis ~ grade-levels--There is E2 
difference among the primary, intermediate, 
and secondary teachers of a given group 
concerning each of the eleven variables. 
(3) ~ hypothesis ~ interaction--There is no 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne s. Zimmerman, op. cit., pp. 12. 
The 
-
difference between effective and ineffec-
tive teachers of a given group among the 
primary, intermediate, and secondary 
grades concerning each of the eleven 
variables. 
4. Personality Data 
G-factor.--The G-factor symbol is taken from the 
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first letter of "General Activity," which is the area measured y 
under this heading. Its components are analyzed as follows: 
Rapid pace of activities ••••• vs Slow and deliberate pace ••.• 
Energy; vitality ••••••••••••• vs Fatigability •••.•••••••••••• 
Keeping in motion •••••••••••• vs Pausing for rest •••••••••••• 
Production; efficiency ••••••• vs Low production. inefficiency 
Liking for speed ••••••••••••• vs Liking for slow pace •••••••• 
Hurrying ••••••••••••••••••••• vs Taking time ••••••••••••••••• 
Quickness of action •••••••••• vs Slowness of action •••••••••• 
Enthusiasm; liveliness ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Table 9 shows the means and standard deviations of the 
G-scores of effective and ineffective women teachers. 
1/Ibid, p. 2. 
Table 9. Means and standard Deviations of 
G Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
' 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(1) (2) ·(3) (4) (15) 
PRIMARY •••••••• 16.4038 7.1904 16.7714 5.2213 
INTERMEDIATE •••• 16.9048 .5.4720 17.1622 6.6638 
SECONDARY ...••• 17.4571 .5.1233 16.937.5 .5.2734 
/ 
Here relatively small differences are evident between 
the effective and ineffective teachers and among the teachers 
of each grade level.· 
This fact is supported statistically in table 10, where 
data are presented concerning the analysis of variance of 
the scores of women teachers, effective and ineffective, 
concerning the G-factor. 
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Table 10. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of G-Scores for Women Teachers on the 
Guilford-Zimmerman Survey with Means 
Adjusted for Disproportionality Among 
the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
SOURCE OF MEAN F 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (15) (8) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 .68 .29 .27 .007 
GRADE LEVEL •• 2 18.18 17.79 8.90 .241 
9 
9 
INTERACTION ••• 2 7-97 8.36 4.18 .1136 
RESIDUAL ••••• 227 . !3351. 90 36.79 
TOTAL 232 8378.73 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0079 
1/ 
with 1 and 227 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table-
value at either the one per cent or five per cent level of 
confidence. Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .2419 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at 
1/Note: The F-table values used here and in all other com-
putations in this investigation are from: J. E. Wert, c. o. 
Neidt, and J. S. Ahmann, op. cit., pp. 419-422. 
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either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .1136 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The means and standard deviations of effective and 
ineffective men teachers concerning their G-factor scores on 
the personality measure are represented in the data shown in 
table 11. 
Table 11. Means and Standard Deviations 
of G Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(ll (2) (3) (4) (15) 
INTERMEDIATE ••.• 15.8462 4.9590 14.5556 2.4994 
SECONDARY •••••. 17.1923 5.4280 17.4333 5.1490 
While indicating a greater degree of variation among 
and between groups, the differences are still quite small. 
The significance of these differences is shown in table 12. 
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Table 12. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
Ill 121 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL .• 1 
INTI;RACTION ••• 1 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of G-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
13) 141 1151 18) 
.02 .64 .64 .0244 
63.38 64.02 64.02 2.4454 
9.66 9.02 9.02 
·3445 
1937.32 26.18 
2010.38 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0244 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value 
at either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 2.4454 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. There-
fore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .3445 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. There-
fore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The R-factor.--The R-factor derives its symbol from the 
first letter of the general area of personality that it purports 
to measure--Restraint. 
The positive and negative qualities of this trait are 
11 
subdivided as follows: 
Serious-m.indedness ...............•...•................ ....... 
..•.•.•.•.•••.•.•.......••.••••. Happy-go-lucky; carefree ...•• 
Deliberate . ................. vs Im.pulsi ve . ....•.......•.....• 
. . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Excitement-loving ........... . 
Persistent effort ••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Self'-control . ...............................................• , 
Table 13 shows the means and standard deviations of the 
R-scores of jffective and ineffective women teachers. 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne s. Zimmerman, op. cit., p. 2. 
Table 13. Means and Standard Deviations or 
R Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
11) 121 131 141 1!51 
PRIMARY ••••••.• 19.3462 4.50.59 19 • .5429 4.11.51 
INTERMEDIATE •••• 21.3.571 3.3.511 19.0.541 4.0199 
SECONDARY ...•.• 19.6.571 3.4471 20.437.5 4-3942 
In the area of RESTRAINT it is apparent that greater 
differences exist both between groups and among the various 
grade-levels. The confidence which we can place in these 
observed differences is indicated in the results of the 
analysis of variance data shown in table 14. 
107 
Table 14. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of R-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Sub-classes. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
SOURCE OF MEAN F 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(11 121 13) 141 lSI 161 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 11.20 88.44 88.44 5.3503 
GRADE LEVEL •• 2 32.00 109.24 54.62 3.3043 
INTERACTION • , , 2 168.15 90.91 45.46 2.7502 
RESIDUAL ••••• 227 3751.75 16.53 
TOTAL 232 3899.09 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 5.3503 
with 1 and 227 degrees of freedom does exceed the F-table 
value at the five per cent level of confidence. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis is rejected. It is evident that there 
~ differences between effective and ineffective women 
teachers in their reaction to the R-factor. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 3.3043 with 2 and 
227 degrees of freedom does exceed the F-table value at the 
five per cent level of confidence. Therefore, the null 
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hypothesis is rejected. The data show that there are 
........... 
differences among the primary, intermediate, and secondary 
women teachers concerning their reaction to the R-factor. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of 2.7502 with 2 and 
227 degrees is not significant. Therefore, the null hypothe-
sis is tenable. 
The means and standard deviations of the effective and 
ineffective men teachers relating to their reaction to the R-
factor tests are indicated by the data presented in table 15. 
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Table 15. Means and standard Deviations of 
R Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men teachers. 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (!5) 
INTERMEDIATE ••.. 20.1538 2.9048 18.8889 3.3811 
SECONDARY .•...• 19.0000 3-3397 17.1667 5-7334 
While differences are apparent here, it should be 
remembered that the smaller size of this sample (78) gives 
fewer degrees of freedom in analyzing the variance, requiring 
greater F-values for significance. 
Table 16 shows the analysis of variance of the R-scores 
of the men teachers. 
-
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Table 16. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of R Scores fQr Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted tor 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
-
SOURCE OF 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(I) (21 (3) (4) C!ll (61 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 64.63 .54.08 .54.08 2.6879 
GRADE LEVEL •• 1 41.37 30.82 30.82 1.5318 
INTERACTION ••• 1 
-9.30 1.25 1.25 .0621 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 1488.7.5 20.12 
TOTAL 77 158.5.4.5 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 2.6879 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom is insignificant at both the one 
per cent and five per cent level of confidence. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 1.5318 with 1 and 
74 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at 
either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
The obtained INTERACTIONF-value of .0621 is less than 
-
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unity, making the null hypothesis tenable. 
~ A-faetor.--The A-factor deriv~s its symbol from the 
first letter of the word, Ascendance, which is the descriptive 
term used to label this area of personality measured by the 
test. Ascendance, as it is used in this instrument can be 
1/ 
assumed to mean:-
Self defense •••••••••••••••••• vs Submissiveness ••••••••••••• 
Leadership habits ••••••••••••• vs Habits of following •••••••• 
Speaking with individuals ••••• vs Hesitation to speaking ••••• 
Speaking in public •••••••••••• vs Hesitation to speaking ••••• 
Persuading others . ............................•.............. 
Being conspicuous ••••••••••••• vs Avoiding conspicuousness ••• 
Bl 'U.f.fing • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The means and standard deviations of the A-scores 
obtained by the effective and ineffective women teachers are 
reflected in the data presented in table 17. 
I/fbid., p. 2. 
Table 17. Means and Standard Deviations 
of A scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) 121 (3) 141 1!51 
PRIMARY •••••••. 12.9038 5.4852 13.6571 5.6160 
INTERMEDIATE ••.. 12.1667 5.3715 14.0811 4.9614 
SECONDARY .....• 12.6571 4.7506 14.2500 5.3794 
Means among the various grade-levels for effective teachers 
are almost unity and, while there is somewhat more variation 
in a parallel comparison of the ineffective teachers, the 
differences are obviously slight here also. A greater variance 
is noted between the effective and ineffective means, however, 
and it is in this area that interest shall be focused in the 
analysis of variance data to be found in table 18. 
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Table 18. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 
Ill 
E-1 •••••••••• 
GRADE LEVEL •• 
INTERACTION ••• 
RESIDUAL ••••• 
TOTAL 
of A-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
-
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
df 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(2) (3) (4) (15) (8) 
1 111.81 111.78 111.78 3.9002 
2 4-57 4.54 2.27 .0792 
2 14.57 14.60 7.30 .2547 
227 6506.89 28.66 
232 6637.84 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFEC~IVE F-value of 3.9002 
with 1 and 227 degrees of freedom does exceed the F-table 
value at the five per cent level of confidence. Therefore 
the null hypothesis is rejected clearly indicating that there 
is a difference between effective and ineffective women teachers 
in the area of Asoendanoe. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .0792 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is less than a whole number. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis is tanable. 
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .2547 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is not significant. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis is not rejected. 
The presentation of data showing how effective and 
ineffective men teachers reacted in the area of ascendance 
is depicted in the means and standard deviations shown in 
table 19. 
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Table 19. Means and Standard Deviations of 
. 
.. _ .. 
GRADE ( 
LEVELS 
(I) 
INTERMEDIATE ••.. 
SECONDARY •••••• 
A Scores of Effective and Ineffective 
Men Teachers 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(21 131 141 (!51 
16.6923 5.4686 15.2222 3.8809 
16.5769 4.7326 16.7000 4.8038 
The differences apparent at first inspection hardly 
give encouragement to the anticipation that any significant 
differences may exist either among the grade levels or between 
the effective and ineffective groups. However, it remains 
for the analysis of variance data in table 20 to confirm this 
assumption. 
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Table 20. Double Classi~ication Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(I) (2) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •• 1 
INTERACTION ••• 1 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of A-Scores ~or Men Teachers on the Guil~ord­
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (!5) (6) 
1.29 1.93 1.93 .0079 
4.81 5.45 5.45 .2242 
10.41 9.77 9.77 .4019 
1798.98 24.31 
1815.49 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0079 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value 
---
at either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the hull hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .2242 with 1 and 74 
degrees o~ freedom is not signi~icant at either the one per 
cent or five per cent level of confidence. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis must be accepted. 
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .4019 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is insignificant, which requires that the 
null hypothesis be accepted. 
~ s-ractor.--The s-ractor is so-called from the first 
letter of the word, Sociability, which describes the area 
covered in this part of the personality measure. The term, 
Seoiability, as it is used in this investigation should be 
1/ 
analyzed as follows:-
Having many friends and ••••••• vs Few friends and acquaintances 
acquaintances 
Entering into conversations ••• vs Refraining from conversations 
Liking social activities •••••• vs Disliking social activities 
Seeking social contacts ••••••• vs Avoiding social contacts .... ·~ 
...••••.•.•.....•.•....•••.....• ~ll~~ss .•........•....•...•. 
Seeking limelight ••••••••••••• vs Avoiding limelight •••••••••• 
The means and standard deviations of s-scores obtained 
by effective and ineffective women teachers are presented in 
table 21. 
!/ibid., p. 2. 
Table 21. Means and Standard Deviations 
of S Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
PRIMARY •••••••• 19.3654 6.3580 20.5429 5.1677 
INTERMEDIATE ••.. 19.6429 5.8547 22.0270 4-3897 
SECONDARY ..•..• 20.0857 4.9821 20.5000 5.9319 
While small differences between the means are apparent, 
there is little evidence here to suggest that women teachers 
differ appreciably, either between the effective and ineffective 
groups or among the various grade-levels in the area of Socia-
bility. 
The analysis of variance data for the women teachers is 
presented in table 22. 
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Table 22. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(I) (2) 
E-1 •••••••••• l 
GRADE LEVEL •• 2 
INTERACTION ••• 2 
RESIDUAL ••••• 227 
TOTAL 232 
of s~scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (!5) (6) 
113.92 107.33 107.33 3.3912 
35.06 41.65 20.83 .6581 
29.79 23.20 11.60 .3665 
7184.10 31.65 
7362.87 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 3.3912 with 
1 and 227 degrees of freedom indicated that some difference is 
evident in this area, but does not exceed the F-table value 
at either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .6581 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is less than unity. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .3665 with 2 and 227 
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degrees or freedom is not significant at either the one per 
cent or five per cent level of confidence making the null 
hypothesis tenable in this case also. 
The means and standard deviations of the scores of 
erfective and inerfective men teachers are shown for the area 
of Sociability in table 23. 
Table 23. Means and standard Deviations 
or S-S.cores or Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
Ill 121 131 141 USI 
INTERMEDIATE •••• 22.9231 4.1410 20.1111 5.5866 
SECONDARY .••••• 20.5385 6.3804 21.0333 5.6773 
Smaller differences, still, are reflected in the means 
and standard deviations or the men teachers concerning 
Sociability. It is clearly evident that in this area of 
personality very small differences exist within and among 
each sex group. 
Table 24., which follows, analyzes these data in terms 
or their F-value relationships. 
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Table 24. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(1) (2). 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •. 1 
INTERACTION ••• 1 
'RESIDUAL .•••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of S-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
13) (4) !Ill (6) 
5.13 3.37 3.37 .0986 
14.84 13.08 13.08 .3827 
40.33 42.09 42.09 1.2314 
2529.24 34.18 
2589~54 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0986 
with 1 and 74 degrees of freedom indicates that differences 
here are not significant beyond either the five per cent or 
one per cent level of confidence. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis cannot be rejected. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .3827 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is insignificant. Thus, the null hypothesis 
is tenable. 
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of 1.2314 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at 
either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
~ E-factor.--The E-factor derives its:.letter symbol 
from the first letter of the trait it measures--Emotional 
Stability. For the purposes of this study, the term carries 
1/ 
with it the positive and negative connotations listed below:-
Evenness of moods ••••••••••••• vs Fluctuation of moods •••••••• 
Optimism; oheerfulness •••••••• vs Pessimism; gloominess ••••••• 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Composure ••••••••••••••••••••• vs 
Perseveration of ideas and 
moods 
Daydreaming . .•.•...••....... 
E.xci tabili ty •••••••••••••.•• : 
Feeling in good health •••••••• vs Feeling in ill health ••••••• 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Feelings of guilt, lOneliness, 
or worry 
The means and standard deviations of the E-scores of 
effective and ineffective women teachers follow in table 25. 
1/Ibid., p. 2. 
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Table· 25. Means and Standard Deviations 
. ' 
GRADE 
LEVELS 
<II 
PRIMARY .••••.•• 
INTERMEDIATE •••. 
SECONDARY .•.•.• 
of E Scores of Effective and Ineffective 
Women Teachers 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(2) (3) (4) (15) 
19.5769 5.7155 18.8857 4.6768 
20.6429 5.3176 21.6122 4.1101 
20.6857 3.8230 18.6875 6.1970 
In the area of Emotional Stability some differences are 
noted between the effective and ineffective teachers and among 
the grade levels. Whether or not the degrees of freedom 
required for a group the size of the women teachers, will 
produce significant differences for this trait will be con-
firmed or denied by the analysis of variance in table 26. 
It is interesting to note that the standard deviation 
for the secondary effective teachers is much smaller than 
that for the secondary ineffective teachers, indicating that, 
in the case of the former, the scores tended to cluster nearer 
to the mean, while the ineffective scores had a much wider 
spread around a lower mean. 
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Table 26. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 
Ill 
E-1 ••••••.••• 
GRADE LEVEL •• 
INTERACTION ••• 
RESIDUAL ••••• 
TOTAL 
2 
of E-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
df 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
121 (31 (41 1151 161 
1 20.05 56.70 56.70 2.0185 
109.28 165.98 82.99 2.9544 
2 62.01 .5.31 2.66 .0926 
227 6377.32 28.09 
232 6208.66 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 2.0185 
with 1 and 227 degrees of freedom indicates that the 
differences are of insufficient magnitude to exceed the F-
table value at either the one per cent or five per cent level. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. There are no 
differences between effective and ineffective women teachers 
concerning Emotional Stability as measured in this investiga-
tion. 
The obtained Grade-Level F-value of 2.9544 with 2 and 227 
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degrees of freedom is insignificant and the null hypothesis 
is tenable. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .0926 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is less than a whole number making the 
null hypothesis acceptable. 
The means and standard deviations of the effective and 
ineffective men teachers show little difference in the area 
of Emotional Stability from the scores of the women teachers 
as can be seen in table 27. 
Table 27. Means and Standard Deviations 
of E Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (15) 
INTERMEDIATE •... 21.9231 4-6486 21.0000 5.0332 
SECONDARY •.•••. 19.2692 5.7215 19.6667 5.5817 
There is a greater difference in this area from grade-
level to grade-level than there is between the effectives and 
the ineffectives. The importance of this observed difference 
is qualified statistically in the analysis of variance shown 
in table 28. 
128 
Table 28. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of E-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses 
SOURCE OF 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
111 (21 (3) (4) (!51 (6) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 .63 .02 .02 .0006 
GRADE LEVEL •• 1 67.22 66.61 66.61 2.1480 
INTERACTION ••• 1 6.12 6.73 6.73 .2170 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 2294.71 31.01 
TOTAL 77 2368.68 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0006 
with 1 and 74 degrees of freedom is not significant at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 2.1480 with 1 and 
74 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at 
either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence, 
making the null hypothesis tenable. 
·-
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .2170 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is less than a whole number and requires 
that the null hypothesis be accepted. 
In general, it is evident that in the whole area of 
Emotional Stability very slight differences exist among both 
men and women teachers, between the effective and the ineffec-
tive men and women teachers, and among the teachers of the 
various grade levels. In short, the E-score offers little 
encouragement as a useful statistic in identifying or predicting 
teacher success. 
~he 0-factor.--The 0-score stems from the word, Objecti~ty, 
denoting the fifth area of personality to be covered. The 
components that go to make up this trait certainly do measure 
a characteristic of importance to any successful public 
servant. It will be seen in the break-down below that the 
test measures largely the negative aspects of the trait. 
y 
Being "thickskinned" ••••••••••• vs Hypersensitiveness ••••••••• 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Egoism; self-centeredness •• 
Suspiciousness; fancying ••• 
of hostility 
Having ideas of reference •• 
Getting into trouble ••••••• 
The means and standard deviations of the 0-scores of the 
Ef.f.e~-~~~~_ineffective women teachers are shown in table 29. 
l/Ibid., p. 3 
Table 29. Means and Standard Deviations 
of 0 Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
Cll (2) (3) (4) Cl5) 
PRIMARY .•.••••• 19.8077 4.7069 18.0000 3.7645 
INTERMEDIATE •••. 20.3333 3-7332 20.9730 3.8659 
SECONDARY ...••• 19.4286 3.5880 18.4688 4-7433 
I 
The means and standard deviations for the 0-scores of 
women teachers give one little cause to feel that differences 
may be of concern between the effective and ineffective 
groups. However, variance of some importance seems to be 
apparent from grade-level to grade-level and the standard 
deviations are comparatively small. 
The analysis of variance table 30, shows some interesting 
data concerning the Objectivity scores of the women teachers. 
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Table 30. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of 0-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses 
SUM OF SQUARES 
SOURCE OF MEAN F 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
Ill 121 (31 141 1151 161 
E-1 •.•••••••• 1 26.16 26.01 26.01 1.4923 
GRADE LEVEL •. 2 134.19 134.04 67.02 3.8451 
INTERACTION ••• 2 65.67 65.82 32.91 1.8881 
RESIDUAL ••••• 227 3956.92 17.43 
TOTAL 232 4182.94 
The obtained. EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 1.4923 
with 1 and 227 degrees of freedom is not significant. There-
fore, the null hypothesis must be accepted. 
-
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 3.8451 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom exceeds the F-table value at the five per 
cent level of confidence, which indicates that the null hypothesis 
must be rejected. It is clearly shown that there are differ-
ences among the primary, intermediate, and secondary-school 
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teachers concerning the measurement or the characteristic or 
Objectivity. 
The INTERACTION F-value or 1.8881 with 2 and 227 degrees 
or freedom is insigniricant and the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The means and standard deviations of the 0-scores of the 
effective and ineffective men teachers follow in table 31. 
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Table 32. Means and Standard Deviations of 
GRAPE 
LEVELS 
(I) 
INTERMEDIATE .... 
SECONDARY ...••• 
0 Scores of Effective and Ineffective 
Men Teachers 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(2) (3) (4) 115) 
21 • .538.5 3.4J..07 18.1111 2.8846 
18.6923 .5.6143 18.1667 .5.74.51 
The standard deviations of the intermediate effective ani 
ineffective teachers show that most of the cases measured 
would fall a very small distance from either mean. On the 
other hand, the means and standard deviations for the secondary 
effective and ineffective teachers are nearly identical. 
Statistically, these variances are analyzed in table 33. 
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Table 33. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(1) (2) 
E-1 ••.••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •. 1 
INTERACTION .•• 1 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of 0-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (!5) (81 
43.13 33.92 33.92 1.1537 
47.03 37.82 37.82 1.2864 
23.19 32.40 32.40 1.1020 
2175.83 29.40 
2289.18 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 1.1537 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom is not significant, making the 
null hypothesis tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 1.2864 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. There-
fore the null hypothesis must be accepted 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of 1.1020 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is insignificant, thereby making the null 
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hypothesis tenable. 
It is notable that, in this area, the variance computed 
for the men teachers yielded F-values with less than .1900 
difference in magnitude between the highest and lowest number. 
~ F-factor.--The F-factor covers the general area of 
Friendliness, a trait which ranks high in all evaluations 
of successful teaching by both pupils and administrators. 
In this examination, it may be assumed that Friendliness 
describes the positive and negative qualities of a person as y 
listed below: 
Toleration of hostile action •• vs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Acceptance of domination •••••• vs 
Respect for others •••••••••••• vs 
Belligerance; readiness •••• 
to fight 
Hostility, resentment •••••• 
Desire to dominate ••••••••• 
Resistance to domination ••• 
Contempt for others •••••••• 
The means and standard deviations for the effective and 
ineffective women teachers concerning the F-factor are presented 
in table 34. 
1/Ibid., p. 3. 
.. 
Table 3t!-· Means and Standard Deviations 
of F Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (4) U5l 
PRIMARY ••••.... 19.711.5 4-4217 18.8.571 4-4794 
INTERMEDIATE •••. 20.4762 3-941.5 19.8378 4.3091 
SECONDARY ..••.• 19.2571 4.0024 17.687.5 5-5308 
These means and standard deviations reflect very small 
variances to the observer. The .smallest mean, 17.6875 for 
the secondary ineffective teachers, is only a little over 
three units less than the largest mean of 20.4762 for the 
intermediate effective teachers. 
The analysis of variance interpreting these differences 
is presented in table 35, which follows: 
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Table 35. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(1) (2) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL .. 2 
INTERACTION .•• 2 
RESIDUAL ••.•• 227 
TOTAL 232 
of F-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (!51 (6) 
56.56 57.18 57.18 2.8223 
101.18 101.80 50.90 2.5123 
7.90 7.28 3.64 .1797 
4598.04 20.26 
4736.68 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 2.8223 with 
1 and 227 degrees of freedom is not Stgnificant. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis must be accepted. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 2.5123 with 2 and 
227 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at 
either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The INTERACTION F-value of 2.5123 with 2 and 227 degrees 
of freedom is insignificant and the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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It is apparent that in this test all of the women teachers 
reacted in such a way that their scores indicated the majority 
of them to be friendly and not hostile. Whether or not this 
is an "honest" measure of their true feelings would be diffi-
cult to say. However, if we assume that most people who are 
teaching are doing a pretty good job or they would not be 
there, it might be quite safe to accept the fact that this 
trait is more or less common to all who are teaching in our 
public schools today. 
The means and standard deviations of the effective and 
ineffective men teachers for the area of Friendliness are 
shown in table 36. 
Table 36. Means and Standard Deviations 
o~ F Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (41 (!51 
INTERMEDIATE ••.. 18.9231 4.2510 17.5556 2.8328 
SECONDARY .....• 16.3462 5. 7642 15.0333 5.9525 
' 
While it can be seen that there are somewhat greater 
differences and smaller standard deviations, it is doubtful 
that .these will yield variances that will be significant. 
The relative importance of these differences is shown in 
table 37. 
Table 37. Double Classirication Analysis or Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(I) (2) 
E-1 ••••.••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •• 1 
INTERACTION ••• 1 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of F-Scores ror Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
-
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (15) (8) 
49.29 34-45 34.60 1.1422 
116.93 102.09 102.24 3.3849 
-15.33 - .49 - -49 - .0163 
2231.99 30.16 
2382.88 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 1.1422 
with 1 and 74 degrees of freedom is not statistically signifi-
cant, making the null hypothesis tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 3.3849 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is nearly large enough for significance, 
but does not quite exceed the F-table value at either the 
one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis must be accepted. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .0613 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is less than unity and, thus, does not 
reach significance at either the one per cent or five per 
cent level of confidence. Therefore, the null hypothesis is 
tenable. 
It is evident here, too, that, while greater differences 
existed among the men, these differences did not reflect a 
radical departure from the pattern established by the women 
teachers in the area of Friendliness. 
~ T-factor.--The T-factor gets its symbolic letter 
from the area it covers--Thoughtfulness. The questions in 
the test were weighted rather heavily toward the positive 
11 
aspects of the factor and may be subdivided as follows: 
Reflectiveness; meditativeness ••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 
Observing of behavior in others ••••••••••••••••.•••••••• 
Interested in thinking ••••• vs Interested in overt •••••• 
activity 
Philosophically inclined •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 
Observing of self .... ..•........................•....... 
Mental poise •••••.••••.•••• vs Mental·disconcertedness •• 
The means and standard deviations of the T-scorea ot 
effective and ineffective women teachers are presented in 
table 38. 
]}Ibid., p. 3-
Table 38. Means and Standard Deviations of 
T Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (151 
PRIMARY •..•••.. 18.0000 4.0335 18.6000 5.1169 
INTERMEDIATE .•.. 18.7619 5.1261 16.8919 4.9363 
SECONDARY ...•.• 18.0286 4.8017 18.1875 5.7087 
The means and standard deviations of the T-scores of the 
women teachers show that most of these teachers, good and poor 
and from all grade levels, reacted very much alike to this 
part of the test. 
The analysis of variance of these data bears out this 
observation as can be seen in table 39. 
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Table 39. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
Ill 121 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •. 2 
INTERACTION •.• 2 
RESIDUAL ••••• 227 
TOTAL 232 
of T-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
131 141 (lSI 161 
8.78 8.13 8.13 .3273 
5.27 4.62 2.31 .0930 
47-41 48.06 24.03 .9674 
5638.00 24.84 
5699.46 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .3273 with 
1 and 227 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value 
·-· 
at either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .0930 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is less than a whole number, therefore, 
making the null hypothesis acceptable. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .9674 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is insignificant and the null hypothesis 
llt-4 
cannot,· be rejected. 
This trait like that o:r :friendliness obviates the :fact 
that almost all teachers simply by virtue o:r their membership 
in the pro:fession exercise reasonable amountso:f thought:ful-
ness in most cases. 
The means and standard deviations o:r the T-scores :for 
the e:ffective and ine:ffective men teachers :follow in table 
40. 
Table 40. Means and Standard Deviations 
of T Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
14.5 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
Cll (2) (3) (4) (51 
INTERMEDIATE .... 17.8462 4.6218 19.1111 3.9284 
SECONDARY ..•••• 18.3462 4.1874 18.3000 4.691.5 
Here it is quite obvious that differences of very small 
magnitude exist also. This fact is supported by the analysis 
of variance data in table 41. 
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Table 41. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(ll (2) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •. 1 
INTERACTION ••• 1 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of T-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (!I) (6) 
1.86 1.92 1.92 .0927 
.03 .09 .09 .0043 
6.69 6.60 6.60 .3187 
1532.76 20.71 
1541.34 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0927 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom is less than unity. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .0043 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does notj_~xceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. There-
fore, the null hypothesis is accepted. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .3187 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is not significant making the null hypothe-
sis tenable. 
-
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Again, it is evident that the·men teachers concur with 
the women teachers in their unity of thinking and acting in 
this area. 
The P-factor.--The P-factor covers the aspect of Personal 
Relations. This area is one which has evidenced itself in 
one form or another in nearly every teacher rating scale ever 
built. The test measures this traittbrough the following 
1/ 
classifications:-
Tolerance of people ••••••••••• vs 
Faith in social institutions •• vs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Hypercriticalness of ••••••• 
people; faultfinding habits 
Criticalness of institutions 
Susplciousness of others ••• 
Self' pity . ................ . 
The means and standard deviations of the P-scores of 
the effective and ineffective women teachers are summarized in 
table 42. 
1/Ibid.' p. 3 
Table 42. Means and Standard Deviations 
of P Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(II (2) (3) (4) USI 
PRIMARY ..•..••• 21.6538 4.6611 20.2286 4.8820 
INTERMEDIATE ••.. 21.3571 4-5451 21.3243 4.9922 
SECONDARY •...•. 20.8857 4-0410 20.3438 4.9283 
Here again, differences appear to be small among the means. 
It is interesting to note that all of the standard deviations 
differ less than one whole number between each other indicating 
that the proportion of scores falling along a given line was 
quite similar for all groups. 
The analysis of variance of these data is shown in table 43. 
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Table 43. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 
(tl 
E-1 ••••••.••• 
GRADE LEVEL .• 
INTERACTION ••• 
RESIDUAL ••••• 
TOTAL 
df 
121 
1 
2 
2 
of P-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guil-
ford-Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) USI (6) 
27.82 27.25 27.25 1.2122 
18.76 18.19 9.10 .4048 
19.63 20.20 1.03. .0458 
227 5102.45 22.48 
232 5168.66 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 1.2122 with 
1 and 227 degrees of freedom is of no significance. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .4048 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom does not exceed unity. Thus, the null 
hypothesis must be accepted. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .0458 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. There-
fore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The means and standard deviations of the effective and 
ineffective men teachers concerning the P-factor are included 
in table 44. 
Table 44. Means and Standard Deviations 
of P Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (IS) 
INTERMEDIATE .... 21.2308 4.5090 19.2222 4.6135 
SECONDARY .....• 18.2692 5.6470 18.4667 5.4878 
These data indicate some variations both among the classes 
and between the groups, but hardly enough to give cause for 
serious concern. Table 45., showing the analysis of variance 
data for this group confirms this fact. 
-
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Table 45. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(II (2) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •. 1 
INTERACTION ••• 1 
RESIDUAL ••••• 74 
TOTAL 77 
of P-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (!5) (6) 
7.39 3.27 3.27 .1106 
65.35 61.23 61.23 2.0707 
14.60 18.72 18.72 .6331 
2188.46 29.57 
-
2275.80 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .1106 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom is not significant at either the 
one per cent or five per cent level of confidence, which makes 
the null hypothesis tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 2.0707 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. There-
fore, the null hypothesis must be accepted. 
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .6331 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is less than unity and the null hypothesis 
is then accepted. 
~ M-factor.--The symbol, M, refers to the trait of 
Masculinity. There are some unpleasant connotations that go 
with the evaluation of the general term of Masculinity or the 
lack of it. For the purposes of this test the term deals 
mainly with "masculinity of emotions," "vocational interests," 
etc. rt does not attempt to describe masculine or effeminate 
physical and social characteristics. Therefore, it might be 
assumed perfectly proper for the men teachers to express 
certain feminine emotions and for the women teachers to do the 
same for masculine emotions. 
1/ 
The classification of the trait follows:-
Interest in masculine ••••••••••• vs 
activities and vocations 
Not easily disgusted •••••••••••• vs 
Hardboiled •••••••••••••••••••••• vs 
Resistant to fear ••••••••••••••• vs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Inhibition of emotional ••••••••• vs 
expressions 
Little interest in clothes •••••• vs 
and styles 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
!/Ibid.' p. 3. 
Interest in feminine ••••• 
activities and vocations 
Easily disgusted ••••••••• 
Sympathetic •••••••••••••• 
Fear.ful . ................ . 
Romantic interests ••••••• 
Emotional expressiveness 
Much interest in clothes. 
and styles 
Dislike of vermin •••••••• 
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The means and standard deviations of the M-Scores for 
the women teachers follow in table 46. 
Table 46. Means and Standard Deviations of M Scores 
of Effective and Ineffective Women Teachers 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
PRIMARY._ .••..•• 11.4615 3.8852 10.4000 3.0350 
INTERMEDIATE .... 10.7381 3.1249 14.0811 3.5423 
SECONDARY .....• 11.6571 3.7489 14.2.500 4.2848 
Though there seem to be slight differences between some 
of the means within the various groups these variances predict 
little real disunity of performance in the over-all picture. 
The standard deviations seem to be quite consistent throughout. 
The analysis of variance summary for the M-factor is 
shown in table 47. 
Table 47. 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(I) (2) 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •• 2 
INTERACTION ••• 2 
RESIDUAL .•••• 227 
TOTAL 232 
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Double Classification Analysis of Variance of 
M-Scores for Women Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among The Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(3) (4) (8) (6) 
.26 .08 .08 .0059 
10.76 10.58 5.29 .3921 
67.63 67.81 33.91 2.5137 
3061.10 13.49 
3139.75 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0059 with 
-
1 and 227 degrees of freedom does not exceed unity. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .3921 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom is also less than ~ity which indicates 
that the null hypothesis must be accepted. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of 2.5137 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. This, 
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the largest or the three F-values for women, does indicate 
some degree or variance among and between groups but is not 
large enough to justiry rejection of the null hypothesis. 
The means and standard deviations ror the effective and 
ineffective men teachers concerning the M-ractor are shown 
in table 48. 
Table 48. Means and Standard Deviations of 
M-Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (2) (3) (4) I !I) 
INTERMEDIATE .... 20.3846 3.4090 21.6667 3.8006 
SECONDARY ••••• ·~ 20.0000 3-46~ 19.8667 3.5094 
These means and standard deviations reveal very minor 
differences among the groups and sub-classes. It does show 
that the means of the men teachers' scores varied very little 
as far as the test norms are concerned. They deviated only 
slightly from the fiftieth percentile norm of 20.0000. In 
other words, this reflects the fact that men teachers, effective 
and ineffective, from all- grade-levels, have, essentially, 
normal masculine emotions. 
The analysis of variance of these data is summarized in 
table 49. 
Table 49. 
SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION 
(II (21 
E-1 •••••••••• 1 
GRADE LEVEL •• 1 
INTERACTION ..• 1 
RESIDUAL •••.• 74 
TOTAL 77 
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Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of M-Scores for Men Teachers on the Guilford-
Zimmerman Survey with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN F 
UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
(31 (41 (!51 (61 
.46 .67 .67 .0550 
15.18 15.39 15.39 1.1829 
8.53 8.32 8.32 .6395 
962.55 13.01 
986.72 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of .0550 with 
--
1 and 74 degrees of freedom is not significant. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis can be accepted. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 1.1829 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom is less than the F-table value at either 
the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence, which 
makes the null hypothesis tenable. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of .6395 with 1 and 74 
1.59 
degrees of freedom does not exceed unity. Thus, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
Composite analysis of F-values.--A statistic which has 
played a most important part in this investigation has been 
the F-value derived from the analysis of variance data. The 
preceding pages have attempted to present .these data and show 
their relationship to the mean scores and standard deviations 
for each factor of the personality measure. Now it is time to 
consider the composite results of this analysis from the stand-
point of the performance of the subjects regardless of the 
test sequence. Therefore, the relative power of intensity 
for each F-value of the various sections of the test is presented 
in table 50, showing the rank order of the sixty F-values 
computed. 
Because three different sets of degrees of freedom are 
represented (1 and 227, 2 and 227, and 1 and 74) it was possible 
in one case for a factor to have significance at a level below 
other nonsignificant values. However, the general trend of 
the relative importance of each F-value is evident in this 
summary. 
Rank 
J1} 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
; 
8 .· 
9 
a 
10 l 
• 
11 I 
12 
13 
1~. 
1.5 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 i 
22 
Table ,5o. Composite F-Va.lues of All Factors 
on the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
for Men and Women Teachers by 
Rank Order. 160 
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Grade Inter-
Rank Factor F-Value ~en Women E-I Level action Significance 
' (lJ ( 2) l3J !(4) _l5l {b) _( 7J J~l:U 19) 
23 M 1.1829 ~ X X Not Significant 
24 0 1.1537 X X Not Significant 
25 F 1.14221 X X Not Significant 
26 0 1.1020 X X Not Significant 
I { 
27 T } .9674 X I X Not Significant 
28 .6581 f I s I X X Not Significant .6395 X ~ ~ 29 M ! I 
X Not Significant 
30 p .6331 X f I X Not Significant I i 31 p I .4048 f.; X ~ X Not Significant g f f t 
32 A t .4019 X ~ l i X Not Significant I ! I 33 M I .3921 ~ X ;§ X ( Not Significant J f ' i • ' ~ !. 34 l .3827 s :~ {, X Not Significant a Xt i i! I 35 ~ .3665 l Significant s i X ¥ X I Not ¥ t 36 G ~ .3445· X f ~ X I Not Significant • 
xi 
~ I ,, 37. T .3273 X xl Not Significant fo I 
38, ~. . 3187 I I T ~ .. X i Not Signi.ficant ~~ l ~ ~· 39j A ~ .2547 X I ~ X i Not Significant ~ J 
xl xl 
1 I ~ 
-24191 ' X I I 40 G ~ /! Not Signi.ficant ~ ~ ~ u I 
.41 A g' I , Not Significant .22421 t x. f ! ' ' ? I t ' ( ,, ~ 42 i; I• ~ ' E t .2170 Xi· t .~ X t Not Signi.ficant j i~ ' ,, ~ 
.1797! ~ ' 
J ~ ~ ,, 
43 F :,· XI * ( X 
t· Not Signi.ficant 
' ~ ) ~ ~r .113~ ~ 'l ' ~ ~ ·•. ' xl i 44 l ,< G .~ ' " X ~ Not Signi.ficant I X l ~ ~ ' v 
' 
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Grade Inter-
Rank Factor F-Value Men Women E-I Level action Significance 
(1) (2) l3) l4) t5J (_6J (7) ill_ (9) 
45 p .1106 X X Not Significant 
46 s .0986 X X Not Significant 
47 T .0930 X X Not Significant 
48 T .0927 X X Not Significant 
49 E .0926 X X Not Significant 
50 A .0792 X X Not Significant 
51 R .0621 ~ X Not Significant X i 52 M .0550 X X i Not Significant 
I I 53. p I .0458 X ~ X Not Significant 
i !' 
54 G I .0244 X X Not Significant 55 F .0163 X X Not Significant I 56 G .0079 X X Not Significant 
• 
57 A I .0079 X X Not Significant I 58 M .0059 X X I Not Significant 
59 T .0043 X X I Not Significant 60 E .0006 X X Not Significant 
Total 30! 30 20 20 i 20 
I ~· :!b 
The summary in table 50 shows that only four personality 
factors offered any differentiantion at an acceptable level 
of confidence. One can assume from these data that, contrary 
to the original hypothesis, among those teachers teated, there 
seems to be, with some exceptions, almost common reaction to 
the items o:r the personality survey. 
Graphic analysis or personality means.--In order to 
interpret the :full import or the results o:r the Guil:ford-
1/ 
Zimmerman Survey~ it is necessary to be able to compare and 
contrast these results in the light o:r the teacher groups that 
have been studied. With this in mind, the writer has attempted 
to present in graphic form the mean scores o:r each :factor in 
the personality measure :ror: (1) Ef:fective and ine:r:rective 
primary women teachers; (2) e:r:rective and ineffective inter-
mediate women teachers; (3) e:r:rective and inBf:fective secondary 
women teachers, (4) effective primary, intermediate, and second-
ary women teachers; (5) inef:rective primary, intermediate, 
and secondary women teachers; (6) effective and inef:rective 
intermediate men teachers; (7) ef:fective and ine:ffective 
secondary men teachers; {8) effective intermediate and secondary 
men teachers; and (9) inef:fective intermediate and secondary 
men teachers. 
These summaries, then, will offer both a horizontal and 
vertical picture o:r the scores represented--Horizontal, between 
ef:rective and inef:rective; Vertical, in the comparison from 
grade-level to grade-level. 
Figure 1 shows this relationship for the effective and 
ineffective primary women teachers. 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne Zimmerman, op. cit., pp. 8 
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Figure 1. Mean Scores of Effective ana Ineffective Primary Women 
Teachers on the Gui1fori-Zimmerman Survey.----Effective 
--.-Ineffective. 
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Figure 1 compares the mean scores of the effective and 
ineffective primary women teachers on all factors of the person-
ality measure. As may be seen, six of the scores for the 
ineffective teachers fall within the median centile rank, 
while four deviate above to the positive side of the median. 
The scores of the effective group differed little from this, 
except in the area of Objectivity where the effective teachers 
scored slightly above the fiftieth percentile rank, With 
this exception, the path of the two lines is nearly the same. 
Figure 2 offers a description of the mean scores of the 
effective and ineffective intermediate women teachers on the 
personality measure. 
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Figure 2. Mean Scores of Effective and Ineffective Intermediate 
Women Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey. 
-Effective-Ineffective. 
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In interpreting figure 2, the reader can see the similar-
ity of the two lines here also. However, in only Social 
Interest, General Activity, and Personal Relations, did both 
the effectives and ineffectives fall within the median centile 
rank. Both groups deviated positively in five areas with each 
falling singly into a median rank once and below the median 
rank once. 
In general, the intermediate women teachers seemed to 
have slightly higher positive scores than did the primary 
women teachers. However, the reader can confirm the fact 
that these differences are slight, for the most part, by the 
statistical interpretations offered under the analysis of 
variance section. 
Figure 3 provides a graphic illustration of the mean 
scoras of the effective and ineffective secondary women teachers. 
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Figure 3. Mean Scores of Effective and Ineffective Secondary 
Women Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey. 
---Effective----Ineffective. 
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The mean scores of the effective and ineffective second-
ary women teachers, as depicted in figure 3 is the last of 
the graphs comparing the performance between the effective 
and ineffective women teachers. The resemblance of this 
profile to that of the primary women teachers is striking. In 
five of the traits both effectives and ineffectives scored 
above the median rank. In four of the areas both groups were 
within the median rank, and, in the area of masculinity, both 
gro~ps deviated toward the negative with the ineffective group 
scoring more heavily toward masculine emotions. 
Each of these graphs is a psychological study within 
itself and the reader may wish to delve more deeply into 
various traits and their components as described earlier in 
this chapter. For example, while it is not statistically 
significant, the graphs do show a tendency toward the secondary 
women teachers being slightly more "hard boiled" and "unsympa-
thetic" than the primary teachers. 
Figure 4 shows the mean scores of the effective primary, 
intermediate, and secondary women teachers onthe personality 
measure. 
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Figure 4-. Mean Scores of Effective Primary, Intermediate, and 
Secondary Women Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman 
Survey. -Primary-Intermediate .-Secondary. 
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Except for the area of Restraint or Seriousness where 
the intermediates showed a little more Restraint than did the 
other teachers, the picture for the effective primary, inter-
mediate, and secondary women illustrates a unity that is most 
interesting. All three levels scored above the median rank 
in the areas or Restraint, Emotional Stability, Objectivity, 
Friendliness, and Personal Relations. And these teachers 
scored at the median rank or below it in the areas of General 
Activity, Ascendance, Sociability, Thoughtfulness, and 
Masculinity of Emotions. 
In general, it can be said, then, that an adequate word 
picture bf the effective women teachers would describe them as 
being of average energy, somewhat on the serious side, neither 
bold nor submissive, reasonable sociable, emotionally stable, 
more thick-skinned than sensitive, friendly, but not too friendly, 
of average thoughtfulness, fairly co-operative, and neither 
over-feminine nor over masculine in emotions. 
Figure 5 shows the scores of the ineffective primary, 
intermediate, and secondary women teachers on the personality 
measure. 
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Figure 5. Mean Scores of Ineffective Primary, Intermediate, and 
Secondary Women Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman 
Survey.--Primary-Intermediate -secondary. 
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The pattern of the ineffective women teachers' scores 
reflects less agreement than did that for the effective 
women. Here the intermediate teachers break the line and 
score more definitely toward being Emotionally Stable, Thick-
skinned and Friendly than do their co-workers of the primary 
and secondary grades. The intermediate-grade teachers followed 
the seco.ndary-grade teachers, however, when they pointed 
decidedly toward the Masculine side of the scale. It is 
interesting to note also that the Masculinity factor was the 
only one where any of this group scored below the median 
percentile rank. On this factor the primaries scored just 
at the median rank. It can be said, then, that variations 
appear on this graph which can best be interpreted to mean 
simply that this group is less consistent in its general make-
up, but that the similarities do outweigh the differences in 
most areas. 
Figure 6 shifts the area of investigation to the men 
teachers• scores by offering a summary of the mean scores of 
the effective and ineffective intermediate men teachers. 
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Figure 6. Mean Scores of Effective and Ineffective Intermediate 
Men Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey. 
-Effective- Ineffective. 
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Figure 6 shows how the means of the intermediate men 
teachers' scores appeared. This graph differs only slightly 
from the similar one made for the intermediate women teachers. 
The most noticeable difference is to be found in the extremi-
ties of the high and low points. But this may be due in part 
to the rather small number of twenty-two subjects included in 
the men's sample as opposed to seventy-nine for the intermedi-
ate women. There was some difference between the effective 
and the ineffective intermediate men teachers in the areas of 
Personal Relations and Objectivity where the effective teachers 
scored considerably more nearly toward the positive than did 
the ineffective teachers. With the exceptions of Thoughtfulness 
and Masculinity, the effective teachers consistently scored 
higher toward the positive side than did the ineffectives. One 
revealing facet here is found in the comparison of the score 
made by the ineffective intermediate men with that made by the 
ineffective intermediate women. The women deviated considerably 
toward showing stronger Emotions of Masculinity than did the 
men of the corresponding category. 
Figure 7, illustrating the mean scores of the effective 
and ineffective secondary men teachers on the personality 
survey follows: 
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Figure 1. Mean Scores o:f E:f:fecti ve and Ine:f:fecti ve Secondary 
Men Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey. 
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The lines depicting the mean scores of the effective and 
ineffective secondary men teachers, quite emphatically show 
that the men's scores held much closer to the median percentile 
rank than did those of the corresponding group of women. 
Unlike the intermediate groups, the number of women, sixty-
seven, and the number of men, fifty-six, do not vary enough to 
account for the obtained differences. 
The effective and ineffective men differed appreciably 
in only two areas--Restraint and Friendliness. In both of 
these areas the ineffective gropp scored at the median per-
centile rank and the effective group scored slightly more 
toward the positive. In other words, one might conclude. that 
the effective men teachers of the intermediate grades leaned 
somewhat more nearly toward being Restrained and Serious than 
did the ineffective teachers of this group. It is unusual 
that none of the means among the secondary men teachers• scores 
fell below the median percentile rank for any factor. 
It is now time to examine the mean scores of tre men 
teachers from a vertical viewpoint. The graph in figure 8 
attempts to show the mean scores of the effective and ineffective 
intermediate and secondary men. 
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Figure 8. Mean Scores of Effective Intermediate and Secondary 
Men Teachers on the Guilford~Zimmerman Survey. 
----Intermediate .... secondary. 
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There is not the same agreement among the effective men 
as we compare means from grade-level to grade-level, that was 
evident among the corresponding group of women teachers. Here 
the graph shows visible differences in the areas of Social 
Interest, Emotional Stability, Objectivity, Friendliness, 
and Personal Relations. The intermediate men of this group 
scored considerably nearer the positive than did the ineffectives, 
in the areas just mentioned. It might be safe to assume, then, 
that the effective secondary men teachers could be less Cooper-
ative, more Belligerent, more Sensitive, and less Sociable 
than are their intermediate-grade colleagues. However, it 
must be emphasized that, thoughthese differences are apparent, 
they are very slight, statistically.. And, even though the 
secondary teachers scored below the intermediate teachers in 
the areas just discussed, it must be remembered that nore of 
the teachers in this group fell below the median centile rank 
at any point. There was almost common agreement between the 
intermediate and secondary men in their mean scores for the 
areas of General Activity, Ascendance, Thoughtfulness and 
Masculinity. 
Figure 9 shows a graphic comparison of the mean scores of 
the ineffective intermediate and secondary men teachers. 
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Figure 9· Mean Scores of Ineffective Intermediate and Secondary 
Men Teachers on the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey. 
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The graph in figure 9 reflecting the mean scores of the 
ineffective men teachers shows little deviation in the pattern 
set by the earlier graphic presentations. Nearly all of the 
means range between the percentile rank of forty-six and 
seventy-six. The only deviate outside this range was the 
intermediate-grade score on the General Activity factor which 
dropped to the thirty-fiftb percentile rank. The intermediate-
grade men continued to achieve higher mean scores in this 
comparison also. 
Correlations of personality-factor scores.--Because of
1
/ 
the factorial plan upon which the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey-
was built, it should be expected that~ correlations between 
each of the trait scores would develop. The writer has computed 
these correlations for each of the ten groups of teachers 
studied and for each factor--one with the other. There is a 
table shown for each individual factor and the items appearing 
beside each group are the correlations of the factor for which 
the table was made with each other factor of the test. A 
negative correlation will be preceded by the usual minus sign. 
All other correlations can be assumed to be positive. The 
succeeding tables 51 to 60 present these data. 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne Zimmerman, op. cit., p. 7. 
Sub-group R 
Table 51. Correlations of the G-factor on 
the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-group. 
A s E 0 F T p M 
(1) _ ___ _ _ _ (2) _ (3) <4)_ ------~-C5~ __ ~- .J1'_1 (7)- (t3)~--~rt> • f1-0J 
Primary Women Effective -.318 .669 .559 .219 .364 -.180 -.049 -.042 .299 
Prrmary Women Iriei'i'ective ___ 
-.141 • .3)5 .211 .103 
-377 -.066 -.216 • 36T--. 4--sl 
Intermeaiate Women Effective .lOt> .319 .4ti8 .024 .211 -.l[i:4 .142 -.18t> .o8ti 
Intermediate Women Ineffective 
-.096 .320 .085 -.040 .231 -.127 -.050 .176 .255 
Secondary Women Effective -.082 .083 .065 .051, .092 -.208 -.001 -.268 .036 
Secondary Women Ineffective 
-.259 .141 
-341 .098 .044 .096 -.095 -.001 -.150 
Intermediate Men Effective 
-.192 .051 .213 .053 .091 -.544 .502 -.212 .045 
Intermediate Men Ineffective 
-.164 .285 .035 .115 .223 .553 .062 -.223 .031 
Secondary Men Effective 
-.144 .184 .195 -.273 .016 -.317 .024 -.479 -.282 
Secondary Men Ineffective 
-.102 .098 .338 .176 .117 .083 -.308 .054 .014 
1-' 
(X) 
1\J 
Sub-group 
{1} 
Primary Women Errective 
Primary Women Inerrective 
Intermediate Women Erfective 
Internied;iate Women __ Inerrec ti ve 
·secondary Women Errective 
Secondary Women Inerrective 
Intermediate Men Errective 
Intermediate Men Inerrective 
Secondary Men Errective 
Secondary Men Inerfective 
Table 52. Correlations or the R-ractor on 
the Guilrord-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
ror Each Sub-group. 
G A s E 0 F 
{2J {3~ {~J LSJ (6~ {!J 
-.318 -.409 -.294 .;...153 .129 .326 
-.141 -.248 -.230 -.076 .144 .294 
.106 .222 -.108 -.116 .141 .080 
-.096 .055 -.032 -.068 .002 .375 
-.082 -.065 -.494 -.119 -.067 -.1.32 
-.259 -.013 -.249 .289 ·.292 .277 
-.196 -.073 -.280 -.278 .140 .088 
-.164 -.015 -.282 .496 .127 -.028 
-.144 .236 -.081 .435 .421 .210 
-.102 -.034 -.038 .383 .386 .407 
T p 
(8J (9) 
.214 .128 
.265 -.181 
.431 -.144 
.526 .112 
.260 .102 
.527 .057 
.013 .179 
.729 .522 
.223 .445 
.582 .326 
M: 
~IO) 
-.207 
-.022 
.143 
-.035 
-.092 
.169 
-.091 
.360 
.286 
.066 
r' 
Q) 
w 
Table 53. Correlations of the A-factor on 
the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-Group. 
Sub-group G R s E 0 F 
{1~ {2) {3) { ~~ {5~ {til ~7l 
Primary Women Effective .670 -.409 .586 .263 -347 -.437 
Primary Women Ineffective .335 -.248 .648 .148 .411 -.211 
Intermediate Women Effective .319 .222 .512 .237 .064 -.192 
-
Intermediate Women Ineffective .)20 .055 .632 .243 .189 .199 
Secondary Women Effective .083 -.065 .459 .062 .085 -.192 
Secondary Women Ineffective .141 -.013 .550 -.014 .044 -.251 
Intermediate Men Effective .651 -.273 .284 -.080 .087 -.650 
Intermediate Men Ineffective .285 -.015 .681 .154 .226 -.304 
Secondary Men Effective .184 .236 .704 .408 .580 .151 
Secondary Men Ineffective .098 -.134 .538 .188 .193 -.088 
T p 
{8~ {9l 
-.163 -.209 
.086 .182 
.553 -.117 
.402 .103 
.341 .086 
.225 -.157 
.455 -.125 
-443 .003 
.264 .252 
.196 .046 
M 
{lOl 
.298 
.384 
.299 
.299 
.2084 
.229 
-.056 
-.176 
-.035 
-.184 
.,..... 
G!> 
-t::,:-
Table 54. Correlations of the s-ractor on 
the Puilrord-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
For Each Sub-group. 
Sub-group G R A E 0 
(1} ( ~) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Primary Women Erfective .560 -.294 .586 .395 .461 
Primary Women Inefrective .211 -.230 .648 ·432 .469 
Intermediate Women Effective .468 -.108 .512 • 362 .144 . 
Intermediate Women Ineffective .085 -.032 .632 .!J-46 .196 
Secondary Women Effective .065 
-.494 .459 .139 .145 
Secondary,Women Ineffective .341 -.249 .549 .308 .135 
Intermediate Men Effective .213 -.280 .084 .156 .101 
Intermediate Men Ineffective .035 -.282 .681 .032 .158 
Secondary Men Effective .195 -.081 .704 .424 .420 
Secondary Men Ineffective .338 .038 .538 .197 .258 
F T 
(7) (8} 
.064 -.050 
-.002 -.227 
-.006 .293 
.333 .192 
.129 .275 
.101 .020 
.078 -.182 
-.257 .232 
.262 .031 
.197 .190 
p 
(9) 
.157 
• 275 
'.317 
.097 
.135 
.242 
.339 
.068 
.158 
.193 
M 
(10) 
.153 
.174 . 
.080 
.130 
.213 
-.241 
.091 
-.035 
-.179 
-.149 
1-' 
():) 
\.n. 
Table 55. Correlations o£ the E-ractor on 
the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-group. 
Sub-group G R A s 0 
{ 1 J {2) { 3 J { ~J L5J {o~ 
Primary Women E£fective .220 
-.153 .263 .395 .555 
Primary Women Ineffective .103 -.076 .148 .432 .623 
Intermediate Women Effective .024 -.116 .237 .362 .519 
Intermediate Women Ineffective 
-.040 -.068 .243 .446 .626 
Secondary Women Effective .057 -.119 .062 .139 .437 
Secondary Women Ineffective .098 .289 -.014 .308 .761 
Intermediate Men Effective .053 -.278 -.080 .156 .789 
Intermediate Men Ineffective .115 
-496 .054 .032 .796 
Secondary Men Effective 
-.273 .435 .408 .424 .660 
Secondary Men Ineffective .176 .383 .188 .197 .804 
F T 
{7) {8~ 
.268 
-.355 
•• 115 -.304 
.340 .055 
.456 -.172 
.310 .010 
• 742 -.094 
.451 -.387 
.569 .247 
.690 -.182 
.395 .069 
p 
{9l 
.219 
.427 
.175 
.341 
-340 
.576 
.250 
.278 
.581 
.624 
M 
{10) 
.201 
.025 
.407 
.233 
-.161 
.279 
.014 
.058 
.421 
.461 
,...... 
co 
0" 
Table 56. Correlations or the o-ractor on 
the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-group. 
Sub-group G R A s E 
: : (1~ ~ ~' {3~ { ~~ CSJ {o} 
Primary Women E£fedtive .364 -.129 
-346 .461 .555 
Primary Women Ineffective .377 -.144 .411 .469 .623 
Intermediate Women Erfective -.211 -.141 .064 .144 .519 
Intermediate Women Ineffective .231 .002 .189 .196 .626 
Secondary Women Erfective 
-.092 -.087 -.085 .145 
-437 
Secondary Women Inerrective 
-.044 .292 .044 .135 .761 
Intermediate Men Effective .091 -.140 .087 .101 .789 
Intermediate Men Ineffective .223 .127 .026 .158 .796 
Secondary Men Erfective .016 .421 .580 .420 .660 
Secondary Men Ineffective .117 .386 .193 .258 .804 
F T 
(7, {8~ 
.253 -.151 
.110 
--341 
.577 .004 
.594 -.279 
.438 .092 
.7Q5 -.189 
.247 -.239 
.523 .117 
.746 -.121 
.569 .124 
p 
~9) 
.428 
.513 
.504 
.584 
.727 
.585 
.412 
-349 
.631 
.754 
M 
(lOl 
.144 
.398 
.403 
.198 
.143 
.287 
.071 
.003 
.378 
.055 
..... 
co 
-.I 
. 
: 
Table 57. Correlations o£ the F-£actor on 
the Puil£ord-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-group. 
Sub-group G R A s E 
{ll n~' { 3 J {~] CSJ {b) 
Primary Women Effective -.180 .. )26 '. 
-.437 .064 .268 
Primary Women Ineffective -.066 .294 -.211 -.002 .115 
Intermediate Women Ef£ective 
-.144 .079 -.192 -.006 .340 
Intermediate Women Inef£ective -.127 .375 .199 
-333 .456 
Secondary Women Effective -.208 -.132 -.192 .129 .310 
Secondary Women Ineffective .096 .277 -.251 .101 
-742 
Intermediate Men Effective 
-.544 .088 -.050 .078 -451 
Intermediate Men Ineffective .553 -.028 -.004 -.257 .569 
Secondary Men Effective 
-.317 .210 .1.51 .262 .690 
Secondary Men Ineffective .083 .407 -.088 .197 .39.5 
0 T 
~7~ {8) 
.253 .003 
.110 -.388 
.577 .002 
.594 -.081 
.438 -.039 
.705 -.111 
.247 -.835 
.523 -.305 
-746 -.340 
.570 .203 
p 
{9~ 
.521 
.134 
-343 
.323 
.567 
.781 
.330 
-.188 
.724 
.361 
M 
{lOl 
-.072 
.101 
.345 
.224 
-.044 
.249 
.083 
.047 
.501 
.002 
f--1 
Gil 
a> 
Table 58. Correlations or the T-ractor on 
the Guilrord-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
ror Each Sub-group. 
Sub-group G R A s E 
(1} { 2~ C5} OD C5J ( 5' 
Primary Women Errective 
-.049 .2137 -.163 -.o5b -.355 
Primary Women Inerrective -.216 .265 .086 -.227 -.304 
Intermediate Women Errective .142 .431 .553 .293 .055 
Intermediate Women Inerrective -.050 .526 .402 .192 -.172 
Secondary Women Errective -.001 .266 .341 .275 .010 
Secondary Women Inerrective 
-.095 .527 .225 .020 -.094 
Intermediate Men Errective .502 .013 .055 -.182 -.387 
Intermediate Men Inerrective -.062 .729 .043 .232 .247 
Secondary Men Errective .924 .223 .264 .031 -.182 
Secondary Men Inerr~ctive 
-.308 .582 .096 .190 .069 
0 F 
~7} ~8} 
.151 .003 
.341 -.388 
.004 .002 
.279 -.081 
.092 -.139 
.189 -.111 
.239 -.835 
.117 -.305 
.121 -.340 
.124 .203 
p 
(~} 
.200 
-.211 
-.013 
-.386 
.168 
-.047 
--430 
.722 
.038 
.163 
M 
{Io} 
.112 
-.222 
.024 
.018 
-.165 
.023 
-.038 
.004 
-.170 
-.071 
1-' 
()) 
...0 
Table 59. Correlations of the P-factor on 
Sub-group 
co 
Primary Women Effective 
Primary Women Ineffective 
Intermediate Women Effective 
Intermediate Women Ineffective 
Secondary Women Effective 
Secondary Women Ineffective 
Intermediate Men Effective 
Intermediate Men Ineffective 
Secondary Men Effective 
Secondary Men Ineffective 
the Guilford-Zi~erman Survey _ 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-group. 
G R A s E 0 
{ ~~ (~J { !i) cs~ {5~ (7J 
-.042 .128 -.209 .157 .219 .428 
.363 -.181 .182 .275 .427 .513 
-.186 -.144 -.117 .317 .175 .504 
.176 .011 .103 .097 .341 .584 
-.268 .102 .086 .135 .340 .727 
-.001 .057 -.157 .242 .576 .585 
-.212 .179 -.025 .339 .250 .412 
-.223 .522 .003 .068 .278 .349 
-.479 
-445 .252 .158 .581 .631 
.054 .326 .046 .193 .624 .754 
F T 
{8~ un 
.521 .120 
.134 -.211 
.343 -.013 
.323 -.386 
.567 .168 
.781 -.047 
.330 
--430 
-.188 .722 
.724 .038 
.361 .163 
M 
{10~ 
-.029 
.277 
.186 
-.080 
.011 
.146 
.085 
.028 
.551 
.023 
t-1 
...0 
0 
Sub-group 
{1'~ 
Primary Women Effective 
Primary Women Ineffective 
Intermediate Women Effective 
Intermediate Women Ineffective 
Secondary Women Effective 
Secondary Women Ineffective 
Intermediate Men Effective 
Intermediate Men Ineffective 
Secondary Men Effective 
Secondary Men Ineffective 
Table 60. Correlations of the M-factor on 
the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
With All Other Personality Factors 
for Each Sub-group. 
G R A s E 0 F T 
{ ~J { 3} OD rs~ {b~ {7l {8~ {9~ 
.299 -.207 .298 .153 .201 .144 -.072 .117 
.457 -.022 .384 .174 .025 .398 .101 -.222 
.086 .143 .299 .080 .407 .403 .345 .024 
.255 -.035 .299 .130 .233 .198 .224 .018 
.036 -.292 .208 .213 -.161 .143 -.044 -.165 
-.150 .169 .229 -.241 .279 .287 .249 .023 
.045 -.091 -.056 .291 .614 .571 .283 -.538 
.031 .360 -.076 -.035 .558 .703 .347 .404 
-.282 .286 -.035 -.179 .421 .378 .501 -.170 
.214 .266 -.084 -.149 .461 .555 .602 -.071 
p 
~10~ 
-.029 
.277 
.186 
-.080 
.011 
.146 
.685 
.828 
.551 
.323 
1-' 
...0 
1-' 
The preceding tables showing the correlations between 
each personality factor and all of the others of the test serve 
1/ 
to support the statements made by Guilford- in asserting the 
unique separation of each factor from the influence of the 
other factors in the test. It is evident that many negative 
correlations appear throughout these data and, by far, the 
majority of the coefficients are fifty or below. An occasional 
correlation is uncomfortably high in the sixties, seventies 
or eighties, butthese high correlations appear to be statistical 
outcasts, not repeating themselves with any consistency for a 
particular group or a special factor or factors on the test. 
In setting-up the correlation tables just presented it 
was typographically impossible for the writer to include the 
N of each group on the tables. Therefore, even though this 
information is presented elsewhere in the study, it is repeated 
here for ease in relating this information to the correlations: 
Primary Women Effective N • 52 
Primary Women Ineffective N = 35 Intermediate Women Effective N • 42 
Intermediate Women Ineffective N - 37 -Secondary Women Effective N • 35 
Secondary Women Ineffective N = 32 
Intermediate Men Effective N • 13 
Intermediate Men Ineffective N • 9 
Secondary Men Effective N = 26 
Secondary Men Ineffective N = 30 
1/Ibid., p. 7 
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5. Child Development Data 
The Child Development Expectancy Index.--This instrument 
was devised to measure the judgments of teachers concerning 
the expected behavior patterns of children as they grow from 
infancy to young adulthood--age zero to twenty years. If 
any value is to come of this instrumnet it must prove its 
worth as a discriminator among teachers of the various grade-
levels, between effective and ineffective teachers, or by 
interaction. All of the teachers in the subgroups just cited 
took this test and their performance is recorded and analyzed 
in the data to follow. Just as each personality trait was 
investigated by examinations of the means and standard devia-
tions and the analysis of variance, so is the same procedure 
followed in the investigation of this dimension of the 
teacher. 
The means and standard deviations for the CDE Index of 
the effective and ineffective women teachers follow in table 
61: 
Table 61. Means and Standard Deviations 
of CDE Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Women Teachers 
194 
EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
!II (2) !31 (41 !!51 
PRIMARY ....•... 66.3462 21.0840 62.6000 27.0694 
INTERMEDIATE ••.• 68.3571 19.4958 54.2432 31.8743 
SECONDARY ...•.• 72.2571 22.9799 53.9063 36.0159 
The means represented above reflect probable differences 
between certain of the effective and imffective groups of 
teachers in their performance on the CDE Index. While all 
mean scores indicate that women teachers tend to expect more 
of children than the experts say they should, it is interesting 
to note here that the ineffective teachers' means show that 
they expect somewhat more than did the effective teachers. It 
is also notable that the means of the ineffective women teachers 
deviate negatively away from theoptimum index of 100 as they 
go from the primary to the secondary grade levels, while the 
converse is true for the effective teachers. 
The analysis of variance for these data is shown in table 62. 
Table 62. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of CDE Scores for Women Teachers on the 
CDE Index Test with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
MEAN SOURCE OF 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE 
Ill (2) (3) 14) (15) 
19.5 
F 
VALUE 
(6) 
E-1 •••••..••• 1 7818.48 7664 • .56 7664 • .56 10.719.5 
GRADE LEVEL •• 2 396.64 242.72 121.36 .16~97 
INTERACTION ••• 2 2022.91 2176.83 1088.42 1 • .5222 
RESIDUAL ••••• 227 162308.0.5 71.5.01 
TOTAL 232 172.546.08 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 10.719.5 with 
1 and 227 degrees .of freedom does exceed the F-table value at 
the one per cent level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is 
rejected. It is clearly evident that there are differences 
between the effective and ineffective women teachers in their 
reaction to the CDE Index. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of .1697 with 2 and 227 
degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at either 
the five per cent or one per cent level of confidence. There-
---
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fore, the null hypothesis is tenable. 
The obtained INTERACTION F-value of 1.5222 with 2 and 
227 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value at 
either the five per cent or one per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis must beaccepted. 
As an instrument for the discrimination between the 
effective and ineffective women teacher groups, then, the CDE 
Index offers some promise. However, the limitations of this 
instrument in differentiating grade-placement variances is 
obvious to the reader. 
The means and standard deviations of the effective and 
ineffective men teachers concerning the CDE Index follow. in 
table 63. 
Table 63. Means and Standard Deviations 
of CDE Scores of Effective and 
Ineffective Men Teachers 
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EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 
GRADE 
LEVELS STANDARD STANDARD 
MEANS MEANS 
DEVIATIONS DEVIATIONS 
(I) (21 (31 (41 (81 
INTERMEDIATE •••• 55.8462 36.6729 87.6667 10.8218 
SECONDARY •.•••• 63.5385 2.5.6863 35.5333 31.9987 
I 
The means and standard deviations of the CDE Index scores 
of the men teachers show a more erratic pattern thanthat of 
the women teachers. The effective intermediate men differed 
considerably from the ineffectives who attained higher scores 
than did the effectives. However, it must be remembered that 
the size of this group hardly provides a sample large enough 
(N : 22) to support valid conclusions. The effective secondary 
men scored much nigher than did the secondary ineffective men. 
This parallels the pattern set by the women teachers and 
probably will support reasonable statistical assumptions. 
The analysis of variance for these data follows in table 64. 
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Table 64. Double Classification Analysis of Variance 
of CDE Scores for Men Teachers on the CDE 
Index Test with Means Adjusted for 
Disproportionality Among the Subclasses. 
SUM OF SQUARES 
SOURCE OF MEAN F 
df 
VARIATION UNADJUSTED ADJUSTED SQUARE VALUE 
Ill 121 (31 (41 (!51 161 
E-1 ••...••••. 1 3506.78 2534.07 2534.07 2.8237 
GRADE LEVEL .. 1 6526.82 5554.11 5554.11 6.1889 
INTERACTION ••• 1 12802.12 13774.83 13774.83 15.3492 
RESIDUAL •.••• 74 66409.63 897.43 
TOTAL 77 89245.35 
The obtained EFFECTIVE-INEFFECTIVE F-value of 2.8237 with 
1 and 74 degrees of freedom does not exceed the F-table value 
at either the one per cent or five per cent level of confidence. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis must be accepted. 
The obtained GRADE-LEVEL F-value of 6.1889 with 1 and 74 
degrees of freedom does exceed the F-table value at the five 
per cent level of confidence. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
must be rejected. There ~ differences among the teachers 
of the various grade-levels concerning their performance on 
the CDE Index. 
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The obtained INTERACTION F-value of 15.3492 with 1 and 
74 degrees of freedom far exceeds the F-table value at both 
the five per cent and one per cent levels of confidence. 
Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. This indicates 
that there are definite differences to be found between the 
effective and ineffective men teachers among the various 
grade-levels concerning their reaction to the CDE Index. 
Graphic analysis of ~ CDE Index means.--To interpret 
the abstract values of the preceding tables into concrete 
comparisons, a graphic technique has again been employed. 
For purposes of compactness the means for the effective and 
ineffective women teachers are shown in figure 10 and the 
means of the effective and ineffective men teachers are pre-
sented in figure 11. As both of these graphs are part of a 
total pattern of the performance of this instrument their 
interpretation will be combined in the narrative following 
figures 10 and 11. 
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Figure 11. Mean Scores or Errective and 
Inerrective Men Teachers on 
the CDE Index. 
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It is evident from the data presented in these graphs 
that "differences" do exist among and between groups of men 
and women teachers in their performance on the CDE Index. 
The difference between the effective and ineffective women 
teachers at the intermediate and secondary school levels is 
quite compatible with the analysis or variance findings. 
There also seem to be very minor differences among the various 
grade levels and the insignificant differences between and 
among groups support the low F-value finding for interaction 
of the women teachers• scores. 
The scores or the men teachers provide a somewhat less 
congruous pattern. The picture of significant interaction 
differences is clearly shown in the lengths of the bars of 
the graph, with no two of them being very close--one with the 
other. The fact that the intermediate ineffective men scored 
much higher than the intermediate effective men is dramatically 
pictured in this graph. The inconsistency accountable for the 
high interaction F-value is also understandable when one notes 
that the intermediate ineffective men scored higher than did 
their effective grade-mates, while the secondary ineffective 
men scored much lower than did the secondary effective men 
teachers. Of course, the differences at the various grade 
levels is further obviated by this graphic presentation. 
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Correlations of ~ Index scores.--In analyzing the 
responses of the various gro~ps on the personality measure it 
was felt wise to compute correlations between the factor scores 
in order to confirm the contention that each area measured was 
a separate one. This was necessary in order to draw realistic 
conclusions concerning the differences that did occur. The 
question: Does this difference really reflect the variance 
of the factor measured or is it merely a large area whose 
influence is difficult to define and whose limits are impos-
sible to refine? is a matter that the low correlations of the 
personality factor items answered with finality. Now, to see 
whether or not similar isolation exists between the CDE Index 
and all the factors of the personality scale, it is necessary 
to show correlations between these measures. This has been 
done for each of the sub-groups, men and women, effective and 
ineffective, and from each grade group, that took both of the 
tests. The results follow in table 65. 
Sub-group 
~l:l 
Primary Women Ef£ective 
Primary Women Inef£ective 
Table 65. Correlations o£ the CDE Index Factor With 
All Factors on the Guil£ord-Zimmerman 
Temperament Survey £or Each Sub-group. 
G R A s E 0 F T 
(1} (~l ~3} nD CSl (r)} (7} ~8} 
.010 -.141 .124 .012 -.024 .039 .031 .004 
.274 -.270 .231 .431 .034 .356 .062 -.138 
Intermediate Women E£fective -.057 .148 -.263 -.225 -.151 .038 -.105 -.104 
Intermediate Women .023 -.009 .184 .048 .119 .086 .043 -.032 
Ine£fective 
Secondary Women E££ective -.001 . • 035 .032 .108 -.071 .259 .012 .242 
Secondary Women Ine£fective 
-.157 -.203 -.308 -.215 .006 .028 .067 -.119 
Intermediate Men E£fective 
-,.371 -.081 .010 .154. -.014 .280 .074 -.323 
Intermediate Men Ine£fective -.293 .281 .198 -;224 -.110 .508 
-.447 .166 
Secondary Men Effective .104 -.5.39 .205 .251 -.059 .056 -.064 -.086 
Secondary Men Inef£ective .237 .105 .115 -.022 .326 .039 .033 -.069 
p 
(91 
.323 
.030 
.127 
-.042 
.082 
.151 
-.128 
-.139 
-.402 
.039 
M 
(10] 
.128 
.219 
,097 
-.082 
-.048 
.022 
-.001 
-.500 
-.193 
.200 
1\) 
0 
+=-
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Item ~nalysis !££ ~ Index.--The item analysis of the CDE 
Index was carried out in a manner already described using 
the chi square technique to determine magnitude of differernes 
between item responses of the effective and ineffective 
teachers of each grade-level group. In the tables that 
follow, each item response is indicated for both the effective 
and the ineffective groups. For purposes of statistical can-
venience, responses to the zero category were considered 
neutral and the plus and minus responses were used to deter-
mine the observed and expected frequencies. At this point 
the formula for computing chi square will serve to describe 
a limitation with which the reader should be acquainted now: 
-
-
It can be seen that.in cases where the fe is equal to 
zero the computation of chi square is zero and in the case 
when f 0 is zero there is no longer the same contingency 
table and any chi squares computed would be incomparable. 
Thus, it will be observed that occasional items yield zero 
chi square values. This actually means that no comparable 
chi-square could be computed. 
Table 66 presents these data for the primary women 
teachers. 
Item 
Number 
Table 66. Comparison or Responses to One 
Hundred Twenty Items on the CDE 
Index by Ef£ective and Ine£fective 
Primary Female Teachers. (N = 87) 
Ef£ective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 
-
0 f - 0 -----f 
2 
X 
< lT ----~ ____ _j~]__ _ J 3J __ t4) _ t5J ___ _ _L61 __ = =--::- t7]__ (8) 
1 1 51 0 0 35 0 
2 4 33 15 7 19 9 
3 2 49 1 0 35 0 
4 51 1 0 33 0 2 
5 5 36 11 2 26 7 
6 0 49 3 0 33 2 
7 34 18 0 25 9 1 
8 0 17 35 0 6 29 
9 16 24 12 13 15 7 
10 22 30 0 19 13 3 
11 2 50 0 1 31 3 
12 7 38 7 6 27 2 
13 52 Q 0 35 0 0 
2.88 
2.09 
3.68 
.48 
2.13 
.40 
6. 88i!-
4.65 
1.45 
1\.) 
0 
0' 
Table 66 (Continued) 
Item 
Number 
Effective Teacher Response lneffective Teacher Response 
0 .f - 0 ' 
2 
X 
---- TI) - _-- ( 2L ~ _ ( 3) -~(_4) --~- _(5) ( 6 J ______ 17J ---=--=------- ~-< 8] 
14 11 
15 26 
16 48 
17 43 
18 1 
19 3 
20 38 
21 44 
22 17 
23 25 
24 38 
25 2 
26 32 
27 37 
28 21 
29 13 
16 
18 
4 
7 
31 
42 
12 
8 
32 
19 
11 
43 
16 
15 
27 
18 
25 
8 
2 
20 
7 
2 
0 
3 
8 
3 
7 
4 
0 
4 
21 
6 15 
17 16 
32 2 
24 11 
0 16 
3 30 
21 10 
31 3 
12 14 
16 12 
18 12 
2 29 
22 9 
24 11 
10 16 
10 7 
14 
2 
1 
0 
19 
2 
4 
1 
9 
7 
5 
3 
4 
0 
9 
18 
1.33 
2.37 
1.61 
5.15 
2.59 
1.51 
2.52 
2.29 
7.88* 
.31 
4.54 
.58 
.51 
5.53 
2;-23 
1\) 
0 
-.J 
Table 66 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( 3) ( l,j,l <?l ( 6) (7) ( 8) 
30 43 8 1 24 6 3 3.19 
31 13 34 5 10 19 6 1.46 
32 3 23 26 1 18 16 .70 
33 29 14 9 19 9 7 .10 
34 16 26 10 14 18 3 2.12 
35 17 24 11 13 16 6 .29 
36 38 14 0 23 12 0 
37 52 0 0 34 1 0 
38 1 50 1 1 32 2 1.00 
39 44 6 0 32 3 0 
40 14 33 5 8 23 4 .22 
41 32 19 1 23 9 3 2.83 
42 34 12 6 25 8 2 .88 
43 17 32 3 10 22 3 .36 
44 13 24 1.5 14 8 13 5.05 
45 47 4 1 29 4 2 1.3 
(\) 
0 
()) 
Table 66 (Continued) 
Item 
Number 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 
o I - o I 
x2 
l1 l l 2 l ___L3l_ _______ IlLt _ _ _ _ __L~ ~ _ J 6_) ~ ___ d-- C7 L -~L8_l_ ____ _ 
46 0 51 
47 7 25 
48 34 16 
49 31 13 
50 5 34 
51 30 21 
52 0 43 
53 11 26 
54 38 12 
55 8 30 
56 12 31 
57 11 33 
58 42 10 
59 30 16 
60 16 29 
61 15 33 
62 10 39 
1 0 
20 4 
2 26 
8 17 
13 7 
1 16 
9 0 
15 9 
2 20 
14 6 
9 11 
8 10 
0 31 
6 19 
7 13 
4 8 
3 3 
33 
15 
9 
12 
26 
16 
28 
18 
15 
22 
20 
18 
4 
11 
13 
23 
28 
2 
16 
6 
6 
5 
3 
7 
8 
0 
7 
4 
7 
0 
5 
9 
4 
4 
.46 
1.77 
1.13 
2.80 
2.72 
.48 
4· 78 
.55 
1.06 
1.25 
.17 
3.47 
.62 
1\.) 
0 
2.49 "' 
Table 66 (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher ResEonse Ineffective Teacher ResEonse x2 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4> ( 5) (6) (7) (8) 
63 0 39 15 1 24 10 1.51 
64 5o 1 1 29 2 4 4-57 
65 13 25 14 10 17 8 .24 
66 1 17 34 1 7 27 1.71 
67 2 19 31 0 20 15 4-44 
68 19 24 9 14 20 1 4-37 
69 19 28 5 12 20 3 .10 
70 49 3 0 33 2 0 
71 16 28 8 12 16 7 .61 
72 27 23 2 24 10 1 2.40 
73 3 22 27 1 16 18 .44 
74 32 17 3 21 11 3 .26 
75 21 16 15 12 17 6 3.14 
76 48 4 0 31 2 2 3.12 
77 6 33 13 6 19 10 .87 
78 1~' 35 1 11 23 1 .09 ~ 
0 
Table 66 (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher ResEonse Ineffective Teacher ResEonse 2 X 
Number 0 I - 0 I 
{1) {2) { 3' (4) CS) (15) {7) { 8) 
79 25 20 7 17 15 3 .54 
80 14 29 9 13 18 4 1.26 
81 42 6 4 23 10 2 4-05 
82 35 15 2 24 9 2 .24 
83 0 5 47 0 4 31 
84 26 24 2 14 17 4 2.22 
85 36 14 2 18 12 5 4.28 
86 36 14 2 21 11 3 1.23 
87 11 28 13 4 21 10 1.39 
88 41 8 3 23 10 2 2.25 
89 26 13 13 10 11 14 4-15 
90 7 28 17 6 15 14 1.01 
91 52 0 0 35 0 0 
92 25 27 0 18 16 1 1.70 
93 5 11 36 1 10 24 1.86 
94 10 26 16 8 14 13 .84 
1\) 
95 33 19 0 20 14 1 1.69 ~ 
Table 66 (Continued) 
Item Efrective Teacher ResEonse Ineffective Teacher ResEonse 2 X 
---·----Nwnber 0 I 0 I -
(1) { 2) ( 3) ( 4) (5) (§) (7) {8) 
96 22 24 6 15 14 6 .66 
97 38 11 3 26 8 1 .42 
98 6 28 18 3 17 15 .67 
99 6 28 18 3 21 11 .38 
100 40 12 0 22 12 1 3.02 
101 0 42 10 1 28 6 1.54 
102 14 30 8 5 24 6 1.97 
103 50 2 0 33 2 0 
104 42 5 5 24 6 5 1.74 
105 13 23 16 7 19 12 .32 
106 24 23 5 10 20 5 2.76 
107 51 0 1 32 1 2 2.45 
108 35 16 1 27 7 1 1.28 
109 18 21 13 14 9 12 2.10 
110 13 30 9 9 18 8 .48 
111 8 43 1 4 30 1 .34 
112 1 11 40 1 6 28 • 28 1\) 
~ 
1\) 
Item 
Number 
Table 66 (Concluded) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
0 t - 0 t 
(T) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) { 7 ) ( Bq· 
113 39 10 3 
114 47 4 1 
11.5 34 18 0 
116 24 20 8 
117 2 27 23 
118 0 46 6 
119 11 18 23 
120 
.5 41 6 
23 8 
22 11 
24 11 
10 16 
1 14 
0 28 
7 14 
7 23 
4 
2 
0 
9 
20 
7 
14 
.5 
1.22 
9. 71-:Hi-
3.06 
1.40 
.27 
2.2.5 
(\'} 
1-' 
\..V 
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For 2 degrees of freedom a chi square must exceed 5.99 
to be significant at the five per cent level and 9.21 to be 
significant at the one per cent level. 
Significance at the five per cent level is indicated 
by those chi squares wlth one asterisk beside them. Signifi-
cance at the one per cent level is identified with two 
asterisks. 
For the primary women, (N = 87), three items showed 
significant differences. Items ten and twenty-two were 
significant at the five per cent level of confidence. 
#10. Has some of the skills for making pictorial 
maps, dioramas, etc. 
#22. Can follow the main action in stories 50 pages 
long. 
Item one hundred fourteen discriminated at the one 
per cent level. 
#114. Shows concern for unfinished wor~, satisfaction 
at completed work. 
Many other items of the test yielded promising differ-
ences for this group but at a higher level of confidence. 
These comparisons will be brought out later. 
Table 67 includes the item response and chi square 
results for the intermediate women teachers. 
Table 67. Comparison of Responses to One 
Hundred Twenty Items on the CDE 
Index by Effective and Ineffective 
Intermediate Female Teachers. (N = 79) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 
.f - 0 .f 
(1) (2) ( 3) ( 4> ($) (6) (7) ( 8) 
1 0 41 0 0 37 1 
2 2 32 7 4 26 8 1.24 
3 2 38 1 0 37 1 1.90 
4 40 1 0 32 6 0 
5 1 24 16 0 16 20 2.19 
6 0 39 2 0 36 2 
7 28 13 0 19 19 0 
8 0 12 29 0 15 23 
9 14 17 10 12 14 12 .51 
10 28 13 0 16 21 1 6.05 
11 3 36 2 2 31 5 1.75 
12 5 27 9 5 24 9 .06 
13 13 41 0 0 37 0 
14 10 11 20 6 15 17 1.75 
15 28 11 2 21 12 5 
1\) 2. 22 f-J 
\Jl. 
16 36 4 1 25 13 0 7.65 
Table 67. (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 t 0 t -
{1) ( 2) ( 3) ( hl ( 5) (6) ( 7) ( 8) 
17 29 12 0 20 16 2 4.12 
18 0 23 18 0 20 18 
19 19 5 34 12 4 29 5 1.52 
20 26 12 3 26 10 2 .27 
21 33 7 1 30 6 2 .44 
22 18 18 5 9 21 8 3.81 
23 18 17 6 16 15 7 .21 
24 19 19 3 15 18 5 .88 
25 4 33 4 2 30 6 1.10 
26 27 10 4 23 10 5 • 32 
27 32 9 0 28 10 0 
28 24 14 3 17 18 3 1.58 
29 13 13 15 9 16 13 1.07 
30 29 12 0 22 15 1 2.18 
31 14 21 6 10 21 7 .63 
32 0 23 18 0 14 24 -- N ...... 
0' 
Table 67 (Continued} 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 0 I 0 I -
-------rll ! 2) { 3l ! Ikl {~l !6} !1l { 8} 
33 15 21 5 17 17 4 .54 
34 8 27 6 11 14 1{3 7. 07-r.· 
35 16 17 8 14 13 11 1.03 
36 29 12 0 26 11 1 1.09 
37 39 2 0 35 3 0 
38 1 40 0 0 37 1 2.01 
39 32 7 2 36 2 0 4.91 
40 18 20 3 8 25 5 4.79 
41 10 29 2 14 22 2 1.52 
42 26 1~. 1 28 8 2 1.93 
43 9 26 6 10 25 3 .96 
44 17 10 14 13 10 15 .45 
45 39 2 0 34 4 0 
46 1 39 1 36 2 0 67 .48iBr 
47 12 22 7 5 16 17 7. 89it-
48 26 14 1 23 10 5 3.41 1\) 
J--1 
49 24 11 6 24 8 6 • 36 
-.J 
Table 67 fContinued) 
, Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 
I I 0 - 0 (1) ( 2) { 3) ( LJ,) ( 5> (6) (7) ( 8) 
so 8 2.5 8 10 24 4 1.46 
51 22 18 1 16 22 0 2.24 
52 4 33 4 4 26 8 2.0.5 
53 7 22 12 7 21 10 .09 
54 24 16 1 28 10 0 2 • .58 
55 4 32 .5 4 29 .5 .03 
56 8 30 3 7 30 1 .95 
57 10 27 4 9 24 5 .23 
58 35 6 0 26 12 0 
59 27 10 4 2.5 11 2 .68 
60 11 24 6 5 24 9 2. 7~-
61 9 29 3 .5 26 7 2.80 
62 1 36 4 1 25 12 5.88 
63 0 22 19 0 19 19 
64 31 6 4 33 3 2 1.62 
65 6 26 9 3 22 13 1.9.5 
1\) 
f-l 
a:> 
Table 67 (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response . x2 
Number 0 I - 0 I 
(1) ( 2) ( 3} ( bl: l (5} (6) (7) (_8) 
66 0 17 24 0 10 28 
67 0 18 23 0 14 24 
68 11 26 4 10 20 8 2.05 
69 15 23 3 11 18 9 4.12 
70 37 4 0 24 13 1 8.43*·-
71 14 22 5 9 21 8 1.69 
72 34 7 0 27 9 2 2.94 
73 2 22 17 2 17 19 .64 
74 27 9 5 24 11 3 .76 
75 21 18 2 15 18 5 2.17 
76 34 7 0 30 7 1 1.14 
77 0 32 9 3 21 11-t 6. 27-l} 
78 14 25 2 9 28 1 1.48 
79 12 26 3 11 20 7 2.32 
80 7 27 7 7 24 7 .06 
81 32 8 1 29 7 2 .43 
1\) 
82 25 16 0 19 16 3 3.71 f-J ...0 
Item 
Number 
Table 67 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 
o I - o I 
2 
X 
-~- --~~err--- - < 2 1 c 3 > c 41 < s l < 6 > < 1) ---TB l -
83 1 6 34 1 5 32 • 04 
84 15 26 0 13 17 8 9.93* 
85 21 19 
86 28 8 
87 2 1h 
88 37 3 
89 18 16 
90 9 22 
91 40 1 
92 17 21 
93 0 12 
94 6 19 
95 21 20 
96. 1S 17 
97 35 5 
98 0 21 
99 3 23 
1 23 
5 24 
25 0 
1 24 
7 17 
10 1 
0 38 
3 11 
29 0 
1~- 9 
0 11 
6 22 
1 29 
20 1 
15 3 
14 
13 
10 
6 
7 
19 
0 
24 
13 
13 
27 
10 
7 
17 
11 
1 
1 
28 
8 
14 
18 
0 
3 
25 
16 
0 
6 
2 
20 
24 
.74 
4.06 
2.73 
9.11* 
5.78 
8. 80i~ 
1.37 
1.20 
2.10 
1.12 
1.31 
6. 2li~ 
1\) 
1\) 
0 
Table 67 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
~11 { 21 C~l ~ rbl ~21 ~ b 1 {1} ~81 
100 27 14 0 17 20 1 4.22 
101 0 30 11 0 28 10 
102 2 33 6 4 21 13 5.81 
103 40 1 0 36 2 0 
104 39 1 1 31 5 2 3.81 
105 4 20 17 8 12 18 3.25 
106 10 27 4 5 25 8 2.97 
107 40 1 0 36 2 0 
108 31 10 0 28 8 2 2.26 
109 21 13 7 19 11 8 .22 
110 19 20 2 4 30 4 12.35* 
111 9 32 0 7 29 2 2.29 
112 0 9 32 0 7 31 
113 29 11 1 25 11 2 .52 
114 33 7 1 20 16 2 6.94* 
115 31 8 2 26 12 0 3.13 
116 12 18. 11 13 10 15 2.83 
1\) 
1\) 
...... 
Item 
Number 
Table 67 (Continued) 
Ef'fectlve Teacher Response Inef'fective Teacher Response 
o I - o I 
2 
X 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ($) (6) (7) (8) 
117 1 22 18 3 16 19 1.86 
118 
119 
120 
1 
5 
6 
38 
16 
31 
2 
20 
4 
0 
6 
3 
32 
17 
32 
6 
15 
3 
3.41 
.72 
1.05 
1\) 
1\} 
C\) 
Among the intermediate women teachers, (N • 79), the 
following items discriminated at a significant level: 
#10 This item discriminated in the primary group 
and is presented in that section. 
#16 cuts his own meat at meals unassisted. 
#34 Chooses same sex for ordinary play. 
#46 Pulls a toy along the floor. 
#47 Answers ads; purchases by mail. 
223 
#70 
#84 
Can solve simple one-step and two-step arithmetic. 
#88 
#90 
#99 
#110 
#114 
Knows how to take turns in games, sports, or 
talking. 
Knows the correct names for the parts of the body. 
Knows about the products that common animals 
provide to man. 
Has some capacity to be a good sport when defeated. 
Uses reference books to gain information. 
This item discriminated in the primary group and 
is presented in that section. 
In all, twelve items of the CDE Index discriminated at 
a significant chi s~uare level between the effective and 
ineffective intermediate women teachers. 
The chi squares for the secondary women teachers' 
performance on the CDE Index is shown in table 68. 
Item 
Number 
Table 68. Comparison of Responses to One 
Hundred twenty Items on the CDE 
Index by Effective and Ineffective 
Secondary Female Teachers. {N : 67 ) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 
o I - o I 
2 
X 
Cl} <2l C3l <~l <S> <61 C7l C8l 
1 0 35 0 0 32 0 
2 4 20 11 3 19 10 
3 0 34 1 1 31 0 
4 34 1 0 31 1 0 
5 1 18 16 3 17 12 
6 0 33 2 0 32 0 
7 0 32 3 0 32 0 
8 0 16 19 0 11 21 
9 8 18 9 3 10 19 
10. 16 19 0 14 16 2 
11 3 31 1 3 27 2 
12 7 23 5 11 13 8 
13 35 0 0 31 1 0 
14 7 15 13 7 7 18 
15 22 9 4 19 12 1 
16 31 4 0 28 4 0 
.08 
2.01 
1.47 
, 
8.01* 
2.26 
.48 
4.23 
3.59 
2.32 
1\) 
1\) 
+="'" 
Table 68 (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 
t t 0 - 0 (1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4l ( 5) (6) (7) (8) 
17 21 14 0 19 12 1 1.12 
18 0 21 14 0 21 11 
19 3 28 4 4 25 3 .32 
20 25 7 3 31 9 2 • 66 
21 31 4 0 29 2 1 1.60 
22 22 12 1 11 19 2 5.46 
23 17 13 5 6 18 8 6. 64i} 
24 14 17 4 8 17 7 2.32 
25 2 26 7 6 25 1 6.40* 
26 20 12 3 15 17 0 4.45 
27 26 9 0 16 16 0 
28 17 14 4 13 16 3 .68 
29 11 14 10 6 9 17 4.25 
30 14 18 3 11 18 3 .23 
1\) 
31 10 20 5 10 19 3 .39 1\) \J1. 
32 2 5 28 0 5 27 1.89 
33 16 15 4 10 14 8 2.62 
Table 68 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher ResEonse Ineffective Teacher ResEonse 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( 3) ( l.Ll ( 5) (6) ( 7) ( 8~~ 
34 14 16 5 14 11 7 1.13 
35 9 15 11 6 11 15 1.70 
36 21 12 2 21 11 0 1.91 
37 32 1 2 30 2 0 2.27 
38 0 35 0 0 32 0 
39 31 2 2 26 6 0 4-31 
40 6 23 6 11 19 2 3.72 
41 10 23 2 12 19 1 
-76 
42 21 9 5 13 15 4 3-37 
43 10 21 4 8 18 6 .72 
44 10 16 9 11 16 5 1.06 
45 31 4 0 25 6 1 1.91 
46 1 34 0 0 32 0 
47 7 16 12 5 13 14 .66 
48 26 9 0 17 14 3.84 
1\) 
1 1\) 0' 
49 26 5 4 17 4 11 5.14 
50 11 16 8 5 12 15 4.83 
51 20 11 4 17 15 0 4.73 
Table 68 (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 0 I 
-
0 I 
(1) {2) ( 3) (4) {$) (6) ( 7) ( 8) : 
52 0 28 7 0 18 14 
53 3 15 17 2 10 20 1.31 
54 20 15 0 20 12 0 
55 5 19 11 2 18 12 1.22 
56 6 23 6 1 27 4 4.17 
57 8 19 8 5 14 12 2.51 
58 25 10 0 24 7 1 1.42 
59 24 11 0 12 17 3 8.17* 
60 9 18 8 4 23 5 3,.l0 
61 9 22 4 6 20 6 .96 
62 5 20 10 2 13 17 4.46 
63 1 20 14 0 12 20 3.93 
64 30 3 2 21 8 3 3.93 
65 1 17 17 3 9 20 3.58 
1\) 
66 0 13 22 0 10 22 
--
1\) 
-J 
67 2 12 21 0 12 20 1.89 
68 1~- 20 1 6 16 10 10. 90iH} 
69 22 8 5 11 14 7 5.51 
Table 68 (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number I I 0 - 0 
(1) ( 2) ( 3) {4) ( 5) {6) (7) ( 8) 
70 27 7 1 27 5 0 1.20 
71 10 18 7 9 17 6 .02 
72 27 8 0 21 9 2 2.68 
73 6 14 15 3 14 15 .87 
74 19 12 4 13 12 7 1.81 
75 15 15 5 9 16 7 1.73 
76 32 1 2 28 2 2 
-47 
77 3 19 13 2 9 21 5.53 
78 13 21 1 15 15 2 1.34 
79 14 17 4 10 16 6 .96 
80 9 24 2 4 21 7 4.78 
81 29 6 0 21 10 1 3.15 
82 20 11 4 10 19 3 5.49 
83 1 6 28 1 5 26 .03 
84 20 15 0 12 16 4 5. 91 1\) 
85 18 1\) 14 3 15 13 4 • 32 <X> 
86 20 11 4 19 8 5 .48 
Table 68 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 I - 0 I 
(1) ( 2) ( 3) {4) ( 5) {6) { 7) { 8) 
87 3 11 21 2 3 27 5.40 
88 28 6 1 22 6 4 2.39 
89 18 9 8 11 8 13 2.81 
90 10 11 14 3 13 16 3-94 
91 34 1 0 32 0 0 
92 22 11 2 16 14 2 1.18 
93 2 9 24 0 6 26 2.55 
94 10 12 13 3 12 17 4.18 
9.5 12 21 2 12 19 1 ,-30 
96 19 13 3 17 12 3 .02 
97 25 9 1 25 6 1 
-47 
98 3 11 21 1 12 19 1.01 
99 2 17 16 1 14 17 .52 
100 13 21 1 5 22 5 6.12* ~ 
...0 
101 0 31 4 0 25 7 
102 4 19 12 2 1.5 1.5 1.34 
103 33 2 0 26 3 3 3.90 
Table 68 (Concluded) 
Item Erfective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
: (ll ( 2} ( 3l ( Ii:} ( ~ l (6} (1) ( 8) 
104 32 3 0 20 8 4 8.93* 
105 8 13 13 1 5 26 12 .49~'"* 
106 12 14 9 7 17 8 1.53 
107 32 3 0 30 2 0 
108 28 6 1 24 7 1 .25 
109 18 12 5 8 15 9 5.20 
110 6 26 3 3 20 9 4.66 
111 8 24 3 8 20 4 .37 
112 1 7 27 0 5 27 1.20 
113 24 10 1 9 16 7 12.59-!}* 
114 22 13 0 11 15 6 9.69* 
115 23 11 1 13 15 4 5.01 
116 17 16 2 8 11 13 12.12-!}* 
117 0 15 20 0 4 28 
118 0 33 2 0 28 4 ,--
119 8 12 15 15 16 5.69 
1\) 
1 VJ 0 
120 12 19 4 4 24 4 4.46 
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The item responses for the secondary women teachers, 
with an N of sixty-seven revealed significant chi squares 
for the following: 
#9 Can assume group leadership. 
#23 Can handle safely the machines and gadgets 
encountered in home and school leving. 
#25 Can bridge tens. 
#59 Shows consideration for the opposite sex. 
#68 Can throw and catch a large softball. 
#100 Knows how to use a table of contents and index. 
#104 Accepts the rights of others to have a faith 
different from his own. 
#105 Feels himself a part of clean playgrounds, 
orderly balls, etc. 
#113 Has a desire to be attractive and clean. 
#114 This item discriminated in the primary and inter-
mediate women's groups and is presented in the 
primary section. 
#116 Covers nose and mouth with handkerchief when 
sneezing. 
Eleven items yielded significant chi squares between 
effective and ineffective secondary women teacber2. 
The chi squares for the intermediate men teachers 
follow in table 69. 
Table 69. Comparison of Responses to One Hundred twenty 
Items on the CDE Index by Effective and 
(N : 22 ) Ineffective Intermediate Male Teachers. 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 
.; 0 
-
0 .; 
- (1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4,) ( 5) (6) (7) (8) 
1 0 14 0 0 9 0 
2 0 10 4 0 4 5 
3 0 14 0 1 8 0 
4 12 1 1 8 1 0 .75 
5 0 10 ~ 0 6 3 
6 0 10 4 0 8 1 
7 7 7 0 3 6 0 
8 0 5 9 0 4 5 
9 2 6 6 0 3 6 2.01 
10 7 7 0 5 2 2 4.22 
11 0 11 3 0 7 2 
12 3 7 4 0 7 2 2.71 
13 14 0 0 9 0 0 -- 1\) \;..) 
1\) 
14 2 2 10 0 4 5 3.41 
15 7 6 1 3 4 2 1.31 
16 9 5 0 0 5 4 12.50** 
Item 
Number 
Table 69. (Continued) 
E£fective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 
o I - o I 
2 
X 
c 1 l < 2 l c 3l < 4 l < 5 l c 6 l en -~ - H nn 
17 8 6 
18 0 8 
19 1 11 
20 10 3 
21 13 1 
22 5 9 
23 5 7 
24 4 5 
25 0 12 
26 5 8 
27 8 6 
28 5 5 
29 2 4 
30 9 4 
31 3 8 
32 0 6 
33 4 8 
0 6 
6 0 
2 1 
1 7 
0 9 
0 3 
2 5 
5 4 
2 0 
1 6 
0 4 
4 4 
8 2 
1 3 
3 5 
8 1 
2 2 
3 
3 
7 
1 
0 
6 
2 
4 
6 
3 
5 
4 
3 
6 
4 
1 
4 
0 
6 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
1 
3 
0 
0 
1 
4 
0 
0 
7 
3 
.14 
.46 
1.77 
1.77 
2.39 
.98 
.41 
3.48 
3-93 
3-73 
1.17 
1\) 
\J.) 
\J.) 
Table 69. (Continued) 
Item Efrective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 0 I 0 I -
~1} ~ 2l L~l ~y] ~~l ~bl ~1l t 8} 
34 3 6 5 1 2 6 2.10 
35 4 8 2 1 4 4 2.85 
36 8 6 0 6 2 1 2.31 
37 13 1 0 8 1 0 
38 0 14 0 0 9 0 
39 10 4 0 6 3 0 
40 4 9 1 2 7 0 .87 
41 4 9 1 1 7 1 1.01 
42 8 6 0 7 2 0 
43 2 10 2 0 7 2 1_.51 
44 5 4 5 5 3 1 1.81 
45 13 1 0 9 0 0 
46 0 14 0 0 8 1 
47 1 6 7 2 4 3 1.31 
1\} 
48 8 4 2 4 3 2 .41 
\...V 
+="" 
49 8 1 5 6 2 1 2.31 
50 3 10 1 2 7 0 .67 
Table 69. (continued) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
{1) '2) { J l { Ii:) { ~ l {6) l:Zl { ij l 
51 8 6 0 4 5 0 
52 0 10 4 1 5 3 1.81 
53 2 6 6 1 6 2 1.31 
54 8 6 0 8 1 0 
55 4 8 2 0 9 0 5.22 
56 4 9 1 0 9 0 4.11 
57 4 10 0 0 9 0 
58 11 3 0 5 4 0 
59 9 3 2 6 3 0 1.59 
60 3 8 3 2 6 1 .42 
61 3 10 1 2 5 2 1.17 
62 0 11 3 1 5 3 2.27 
63 0 12 2 0 4 5 
64 10 2 2 8 0 1 1.54 
1\) 
65 2 6 6 6 2.01 w 0 3 V1. 
66 0 3 11 0 2 7 
67 0 8 6 0 2 7 
Table 69. (Continued) 
Item Errective Teacher Response Inerrective Teacher Response x2 
Number 
I I 0 - 0 (1) (2) ( 3) CY,l ( 5> ( 6) ( 7) ( 8) 
68 3 10 1 1 6 2 1.31 
69 3 7 4 3 4 2 .42 
70 11 3 0 7 2 0 
71 5 7 2 2 7 0 2.31 
72 8 5 1 6 3 0 .73 
73 0 7 7 0 8 1 
74 5 8 1 5 4 0 1.31 
75 4 6 4 6 3 0 4-53 
76 11 3 0 8 1 0 
77 1 6 7 0 6 3 1.59 
78 4 8 2 1 6 2 1.05 
79 4 8 2 1 7 1 1.17 
80 5 8 1 1 6 2 2.31 
81 11 3 0 4 4 1 3.49 1\) 
w 
82 6 7 1 6 1 2 3. 93 0' 
83 0 0 14 0 0 9 
84 3 8 3 1 7 1 1.03 
Item 
Number 
Table 69 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 
o I - o I 
2 
X 
(1) (2) H_Lll_ __ ~lli) __ ~ ______ l5J~- (6) (7) -t81 
85 7 6 1 7 2 0 2.01 
86 9 5 
87 1 4 
88 9 3 
89 1 5 
90 0 9 
91 14 0 
92 3 10 
93 1 3 
94 3 3 
95 5 8 
96 6 6 
97 12 2 
98 0 5 
0 8 
9 0 
2 8 
8 3 
5 2 
0 9 
1 2 
10 1 
8 1 
1 2 
2 4 
0 8 
9 0 
1 
4 
1 
2 
4 
0 
5 
3 
5 
7 
2 
1 
5 
0 
5 
0 
4 
3 
0 
2 
5 
3 
0 
3 
4 
0 
1.11 
2.07 
2.66 
3.50 
1.17 
.61 
2.82 
1.33 
1.59 
N 
99 1 3 10 0 6 3 4.91 ~ 
100 6 8 0 0 9 0 
101 0 9 5 0 5 4 
102 0 10 4 1 5 3 1.81 
Table 69 (Concluded) 
, Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4> ( 5) (6} ( 7) ( 8) 
103 12 2 0 1 1 1 1.64 
104 9 4 1 6 2 1 .19 
105 3 2 9 0 4 5 3.91 
106 4 6 4 2 5 2 • 35 
107 13 0 1 8 1 0 2.21 
108 1 1 0 3 5 1 1.94 
109 8 4 2 6 3 0 1.41 
110 3 11 0 1 8 0 
111 1 13 0 0 1 2 3.90 
112 0 3 11 0 3 6 
113 6 1 1 3 5 1 .26 
114 8 6 0 3 6 0 
115 5 1 2 3 6 0 1.56 
116 3 1 4 0 6 3 2.24 
117 0 1.0 4 0 3 6 -- 1\) VJ 
CP 
118 0 9 5 0> 4 5 
119 1 5 8 2 5 2 2.99 
120 1 12 1 1 8 0 .75 
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The smallest group tested was that or the intermediate 
men teachers where only rourteen effective teachers and nine 
ineffective teachers participated in the experiment. There-
fore, because of factors already explained, a great many 
situations arose where it was impossible to compute a com-
parable chi square for certain items. 
The only item yielding a significant chi square with 
this group was # 16. This item was also a discriminator 
among the intermediate women teachers and is presented in 
that section. 
The chi squares for the responses of the effective and 
ineffective secondary men teachers are presented in table 70. 
Table 70. Comparison of Responses to One Hundred Twenty 
Items on the CDE Index by Effective and 
Ineffective Secondary Male Teachers. {N = 56) 
Item Effective Teacher ResEonse Ineffective Teacher ResEonse x2 
Number 0 .; 0 
" 
-
-~--- ~lr~--- { 2 ~ (~1 U!l {~l {6) en (8). 
1 0 25 1 0 26 4 
2 3 20 3 4 18 8 2.00 
3 0 25 1 0 28 2 
4 22 3 1 26 3 1 .08 
5 4 13 9 3 16 11 .46 
6 0 20 6 0 17 13 
7 14 11 1 13 14 3 1.26 
8 0 17 9 0 12 18 
9 10 7 9 5 5 20 5.52 
10 15 9 2 10 17 3 4.02 
11 4 19 3 1 25 4 2.65 
12 6 17 3 6 15 9 2.60 
13 24 2 0 24 4 2 3.37 1\.) 
+ 
14 7 8 11 6 5 19 2.11 ° 
15 19 7 0 14 10 6 7 .36it-
16 17 9 0 20 7 3 2.88 
17 15 10 1 11 15 4 3.49 
Table 70. (Continued) 
Ef£ective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4l ( 5> (6) (7) ( 8) 
18 0 15 11 0 16 14 
19 2 17 7 3 13 14 2.41 
20 15 8 3 15 13 2 1.56 
21 23 2 1 22 3 0 2.02 
22 9 14 3 7 16 7 1.72 
23 11 11 4 7 16 7 2.66 
24 8 11 7 8 12 10 .26 
25 2 1::6 8 8 15 7 3.24 
26 ,15 9 2 8 15 7 6.64* 
27 14 12 0 11 1Ll: 5 5.31 
28 9 11 6 5 13 12 3.11 
29 8 10 8 3 8 19 6.41* 
30 7 14 5 9 14 7 .17 
31 6 16 4 3 18 9 2.76 1\) 
32 14 6 24 ..J::"" 0 12 0 -- r' 
33 15 8 3 9 9 12 6.75* 
34 9 14 3 6 8 16 10. 32*i~ 
Table 70 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher ResEonse Ineffective Teacher ResEonse 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
~ll ~ 2l L2l O!l ~~1 ~61 ~1l ~8) 
35 11 11 4 5 7 18 11.33** 
36 20 5 1 15 9 6 5.80 
37 24 2 0 22 2 6 6.02* 
38 0 25 1 2 19 9 8. 60{!-
39 22 4 0 18 10 2 5.76 
40 3 19 4 5 17 8 1.42 
41 6 20 0 5 18 7 6. 72{'c-
42 17 5 4 8 12 10 9.43** 
43 5 14 7 3 13 14 2.40 
44 10 9 7 7 7 16 3.69 
45 21 3 2 21 7 2 2.34 
46 0 24 2 0 26 4 
47 7 13 6 4 9 17 6.20* 
48 16 9 1 12 11 7 5.13 
1\) 
49 16 5 5 16 5 9 • 81 -R;" 
5o 9 10 7 6 10 14 2.55 
51 14 11 1 11 16 3 2.31 
52 2 19 5 3 10 17 8.65* 
Table 70 (Continued) 
Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response 2 Item X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( Jl ( ~l C~l {bl (1) { s l 
53 0 18 18 2 4 24 J;i.:£5 
54 8 15 3 13 17 0 4.06 
55 2 16 8 6 15 9 1.62 
56 6 18 2 6 20 4 .46 
57 1 17 8 3 15 12 1.39 
58 18 5 3 22 6 2 .55 
59 18 8 0 15 12 3 4.17 
60 8 10 8 4 9 17 4.15 
61 7 14 5 5 15 10 1.70 
62 5 11 10 2 10 18 3.14 
63 2 13 11 2 9 19 2.12 
64 23 2 1 25 3 2 .97 
65 8 9 9 4 8 17 3.52 
66 0 5 21 1 7 22 1.40 
67 1 10 15 2 
I\) 
9 19 • 35 +="" VJ 
68 8 9 9 2 9 19 6.8}!} 
69 6 12 a; 7 11 12 .43 
Table 70 (Continued) 
Item Efrective Teacher ResEonse Inerrective Teacher ResEonse 2 X 
Number 0 I 0 I -
(1) ( 2) ( 3) c u> ( 5> ( 6) CZ) (8) 
70 20 5 1 19 8 3 1.92 
71 7 16 3 2 16 12 7.82* 
72 20 3 3 17 9 4 4-42 
73 1 12 13 0 6 24 5.33 
74 14 8 4 13 7 10 2.17 
75 11 9 6 10 10 10 .82 
76 17 6 3 21 5 4 .11 
77 0 10 16 1 10 19 . 86 
78 10 18 8 7 18 5 5.65 
79 10 11 5 7 9 14 4-43 
8o 8 11 7 5 12 13 2.24 
81 18 6 2 15 10 5 2.79 
82 15 6 5 10 11 9 3-97 
83 0 4 22 0 1 29 -- 1\) 
-I=" 
84 11 10 5 10 9 11 1.86 -I=" 
85 11 15 0 16 10 4 5.18 
86 17 5 4 12 11 7 4.53 
Table 70; (Continued) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number I I 0 - 0 
(1l (2} ( 3l '!!l ( ~ l ( 6) Cll (8) 
87 2 11 13 1 6 23 3.69 
€38 20 3 3 19 6 5 2.09 
89 6 7 13 4 8 18 1.05 
90 1 14 11 1 13 16 .48 
91 25 1 0 30 0 0 
92 10 11 5 6 21 3 4.99 
93 1 9 16 0 2 28 7.48* 
94 6 7 13 3 5 22 2.98 
95 14 10 2 4 20 6 11. 37i:"'* 
96 16 7 3 11 10 9 4.51 
97 17 7 2 19 8 3 .14 
98 2 9 15 0 5 25 4.78 
99 1 8 17 0 4 26 3.27 
100 7 14 5 4 18 8 1.88 
1\) 
..f:=" 
\.J1. 
101 0 13 13 0 20 10 
102 2 15 9 3 10 17 2.90 
103 22 4 0 25 5 0 
104 20 4 2 16 10 4 4.46 
Table 70. (Concluded) 
Item Effective Teacher Response Ineffective Teacher Response x2 
Number 0 I 0 I -
{1} {2l ( 3l Htl { ~l (6} en ( Bl 
105 5 9 12 1 4 25 8.18* 
106 12 12 2 7 9 14 10.l5i~* 
107 22 3 1 28 1 1 .60 
108 15 8 3 14 11 5 .98 
109 11 11 4 5 12 13 6.80* 
110 2 14 10 1 13 16 1.27 
111 5 18 3 2 19 9 3.98 
112 0 12 14 0 2 28 
113 15 6 5 8 13 9 6 .43i} 
114 16 6 4 9 11 10 6. 38i} 
115 15 9 2 11 16 3 3.05 
116 10 9 7 4 16 10 5.36 
117 0 14 12 0 10 20 
118 0 19 7 0 16 14 
1\) 
119 10 8 8 1 15 14 11. 55*·~·-& 
120 10 9 7 4 16 10 5.36 
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Among the secondary men teachers, (N = 56), the follow-
ing items discriminated at a significant level: 
#15 Informed about effects of alcohol and drugs on 
the body. 
#26 Purchases independently such clothing accessories 
as neckties, ribbons, undergarments, etc. 
#29 Substitutes "realistic" ideals for "glamorous" 
ideals. 
#33 Pro tee ts the "underdog." 
#34 This item discriminated in the intermediate women's 
group and is presented in that section. 
#35 Can recognize some musical instruments by sound. 
#37 Follows general news, national and local sports, 
etc., from newspaper, radio, television, and 
conversation. 
#38 Goes to school unattended. 
#41 Does such tasks as dusting, cleaning, wiping dishes, 
etc. 
#42 Can make 5 to 10-minute oral reports. 
#47 This item discriminated in the intermediate women's 
group and is presented in that section. 
#52 Can spell from dictation 7 out of 10 unfamiliar 
one-syllable words if they are completely phonetic. 
#68 This item discriminated in the secondary women's 
group and is presented in that section. 
#71 Goes about home town freely. 
#93 Begins to accept own physical and intellectual 
limitations. 
#95 Has recoWnition span of at least four-letter words, 
such as come" and "hand," 
#105 This item discriminated in the secondary Women's 
group and is presented in that section. 
#106 Can spend up to an hour an evening on 
constructive projects without parental 
supervision. 
#109 Can preside over a meeting with skill. 
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#113 This item discriminated in the secondary women's 
group and is presented in that section. 
#114 This item discriminated in the primary women, 
intermediate women, and secondary women groups 
and is presented in the primary women's section. 
#119 Respects opinions or others but is becoming more 
critical or adults. 
Twenty-two of the items on the CDE Index discriminated 
between the effective and ineffective secondary men teachers 
at a significant chi square value. 
A total of thirty-nine dirferent items are revealed 
as potential discriminators between effective and ineffective 
teachers. Of these, ten discriminated in two or more of the 
sub-groups studied. 
For the researcher seeking items of discriminatory power 
the writer includes the following tables showing the rank 
order or the chi square values Cor each sub-group. In the 
interest of conserving space, those items for which no 
comparible chi square could be computed are omitted. 
Tables 71 to 75 present these data for all of the teachers. 
Item 
( 1) 
114 
22 
10 
28 
17 
44 
38 
11 
64 
24 
67 
68 
85 
89 
81 
4 
60 
30 
75 
76 
Table 71. Comparison of the Chi Squares of the CDE Index Item 
Responses of Primary Women Teachers by Rank Order 
x2 Item x2 Item x2 Item 2 Item X 
( 2) --i.3) .. (},) ( c:;) (6) (7) ( 8) (q) 
9.71 116 3.06 109 2.10 80 1.26 5 7.88 100 3.02 3 2.09 57 1.25 53 6.88 2 2.88 102 1.97 86 1.23 110 
5.53 41 2.83 93 1.86 113 1.22 47 5.15 5o 2.80 48 1.77 49 1.13 73 5.05 106 2.76 104 1.74 56 1.06 97 4.78 51 2.72 66 1.71 90 l 1.01 I 9 4.65 18 2.59 92 1.70 38 1.00 99 4.57 20 2.52 95 1.69 42 .88 I 43 4.54 62 2.49 16 1.61 77 .87 111 
4·44 107 2.45 101 1.54 I 94 .84 I 105 4-37 72 2.40 19 1.51 32 i .70 li ~~ 4.28 15 2.37 63 1.51 I 98 I .67 4.15 21 2.29 31 1.46 I 96 I .66 I 112 4.05 88 2.25 12 1.45 61 .62 119 3.68 120 2.25 1.40 r 71 .61 !1 74 117 l I • t 3.47 29 2.23 87 1.39 i 25 f .58 b 65 I 
- --
I 
'"'' 2.22 14 1.33 
r 
55 .55 ij 82 ~ 
2.13 45 1.33 i 79 t .54 b 40 I : 2.12 108~ 1.28 l 26 ~ .51 ij 59 I ~ l i~ 33 ~t l a 69 y I ~ H " 8 ~ >I ' d 7 l l ! II ; !l l ! l t ! ,l ~ .~ t t r ~¥ ~ > 1 . {. -~ ~ ---- - ~--
I 
I 
I 
l 
' ! 
l j 
' 1 
~ 
f 
I 
l 
2 
X 
( lQ) 
.48 
.48 
.48 
.46 
·44 
.42 
.40 
.]8 
.]6 
.J4 
• 32 
.Jl 
.29 
.28 
.27 
.26 
.24 
.24 
.22 
.17 
.10 
.10 
.09 
1\) 
tf;' 
Item, x2 Item 
(1) ( 2) ( 3) 
46 67.48 86 
110 12.35 22 
84 9.93 104 
88 9.11 82 
90 8.80 48 
70 I 8.43 118 
47 7.89 105 
16 7.65 115 
34 7.07 I 106 114 6.94 72 
77 6.27 I 116 99 6.21 61 10 6.05 60 62 5.88 ! 87 102 5.81 I 54 I 89 5.78 79 
' 
39 I 4.91 111 40 I 4-79 i 108 100 4.22 ' 51 ~! 
" 
Table 72. Comparison of the Chi Squares of the CDE Index 
Item Responses of Intermediate Women Teachers by 
Ranlc Order~ 
! 2 Item i x2 Item 2 X i X ( 4) (5) 1: ( 6) (7} c tn 
,, 
4.06 30 I 2.18 2 1.24 t 
' J.81 75 ! 2.17 94 1.20 
J.81 96 t 2.10 76 1.14 f 
3.71 52 I 2.05 97 J 1.12 3.41 68 2.05 25 1 1.10 
3.41 38 2.01 36 j 1.09 ff 
3.25 65 1.95 29 } 1.07 
3-13 i 42 1.93 230 t 1.05 ~ 
2.97 I 3 1.90 35 
I 
1.03 
2.94 
II 
117 
I 
1.86 43 .96 
2.83 11 1.75 56 .95 
2.80 14 1.75 24 .88 
2.74 71 1.69 74 • 76 
2.73 Jl 64 1.62 85 I .74 2.58 ~~ 28 fr 1.58 119 .72 I~ f t I 2.32 19 1.52 59 I, .68 ~j t 2.29 H 41 f 1.52 73 .~ .64 I 2.26 it 78 1.48 31 i .63 ~i 1 2.24 i¥ 5o 1.46 ~~ • t:;} I j ' *i ' ;, H ~ 
. ; ~ 
Item x2 
(9} (10) 
44 .45 21 • .44 
81 I ·43 49 .)6 26 I • 32 
20 j .27 ~ 
i 57 .23 
109 t .22 
23 .21 
53 .09 
12 .06 
80 .06 
83 .04 
55 I .03 
I ~ 
~ ,, 
f· 
17 4.12 15 2.22 92 1.37 ~ i . 
' 
ll "~ 
69 ! 4.12 !! 5 2.19 98 1.31 t! 9 .51 ~i ~ 
j! a II r 
I I II f! ; 
____L!____ _____ _ : ~--- __ _ : _ tt. _ ~-·-·- _ _ ___ _ _ lL _...i.i:..,_ ______ _ 
I\) 
V1.. 
0 
-- ------------ - -------------
--
Item 2 Item X 
(1) (2) ( 3) 
113 12.59 80 
105 12.49 51 
116 12.12 110 
68 10.90 62 __ , 
- , -I 120 
26 
39 
29 
12 
I 94 
56 
90 
63 !: 64 J 103 ~, 48 I, 40 
j ~k I 42 I 81 60 ~-4.t33 
t 89 
' J ,, 
' 
Table 73. Comparison of the Chi Squares of the CDE Index 
Item Responses of Secondary Women Teachers by 
Rank Order. 
l 
i j 
i 
! 
i 
~ 
l 
i 
! 
! 
I 
I 
l 
i 
1 
2 
X 
J4_l 
4.78 
4.73 
4.66 
4.46 
4.46 
4.45 
4.31 
4.25 
4.23 
4.18 
4.17 
3.94 
') 0 ') 
3 
2.81 
Item 
_(5} 
72 
33 
93 
57 
88 
II 15 24 L 
lj 37 
I 10 3 l 36 
! 45 
' 
')':) 
7 
-----------~ ---- -
2 
X 
1Ql 
2.68 
2.62 
2.55 
2.51 
2.39 
2.32 
2.32 
2_27 
34 
I 
~ 
! 
l I , 
r 
~ 
I 
~ 
• -~ 
}, 
!l;t 
lj f.( 
~l-{~ 
Item 
(7) 
102 
53 
55 
70 
112 
92 
34 
17 
97 
76 
I 
------ ------
2 
X 
(t)) 
1.34 
1.31 
1.22 
1.20 
1.20 
1.18 
1.13 
1 -1? 
·47 
·47 
---
Item 
( 9) 
. I 
I 31 
't 111 
' 19 u 85 
u 95 
11108 ! 30 ~ 
~. 2 
tl 83 I 11 f 96 
tl ' ; 
h 
'l ~~ 
H ; i 
i 
:I 
I 
i 
f 
t 
~ 
i , 
;. 
2 
X 
(10) 
• 39 
.37 
.32 
.32 
.30 
.25 
.23 
.08 
.03 
.02 
.02 
1'\:J 
\rl. 
I-' 
Item x2 
( 1) ( 2) 
16 12.50 
55 5.22 
99 4-91 
75 4-53 
10 4.22 
56 '4.11 
31 I 3.93 
82 3.93 
105 3.91 
111 3.90 
32 I 3-73 90 3.50 81 3.49 
30 3.48 
14 3.41 
119 2.99 35 ., 2.85 
94 2.82 
12 1 2. 71 
89 ! 2.66 
Z6 j 2. 39 
36 1 2.31 
49 1 2.31 
l 
Table 74. Comparisons of the Chi Squares of the CDE Index 
Item Responses ot Intermediate Men Teachers by 
R~nk Order. 
I 
l 
j 
l 
~ 
Item 
13) 
71 
80 
62 
116 
107 
34 
88 
9 
65 
85 
108 
44 52 
102 
23 
24 
103 
59 
77 
96 
115 
64 
k 
[ 
' ( 
1 
' [ 
f 
' ~: 
f ~ 
&-
' 
' 
' t ~· 
~-
t 
~ 
J 
f ,, 
1 
,' 
1 
x2 
( 4) 
2.31 
2.31 
2.27 
2.24 
2.21 
2.10 
2.07 
2.01 
2.01 
2.01 
1.94 
1.81 
1.81 
1.81 
1.77 
1.77 
1.64 
1.59 
1.59 
1.59 
1.56 
1.54 
Item 
J2J 
43 
109 
95 
15 I 47 
I 53 68 74 
I 
33 
61 
79 
92 
87 
~ 78 
' 
84 
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Table 75. Comparisons of the Chi Squares of the CDE Index 
Item Responses of Secondary Men Teachers by 
Rank Order. 
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It will be noted that many items of the CDE Index offer 
promise as discriminators between effective and ineffective 
teachers--some at a statistically significant level: Others 
at near significance. 
Validity of the~ Index.--The validity of any test is 
defined as the accuracy with which the instrun1ent measures 
what it intends to measure. This is usually found by computing 
the correlation between the scores made on the test and other 
scores assumed to be true scores. This was not possible in this 
investigation. Therefore, the inference is made that this test 
~measure what it is intended to measure by the manner in 
which it was constructed. It is further contended that high 
face validity exists by the choice of items from well-authenti-
cated literature and by the confirmation of items taken from 
1/ 2/ 
Kearney- by the eminent jury of experts.-
Reliability£!~~ Index.--Tbe reliability of the CDE 
Index is based on a single trial of the test and is determined )./ 
according to a formula developed by Hoyt. The reliabilities 
thus computed follow in table 76. 
!/Nolan c. Kearney, op. cit., pp. 189. 
2/See CDE Index Manual in Appendix G , p. 284. 
J/Cyril Hoyt, op. cit., pp. 153-160. 
Table 76.Reliability Estimates for All 
Teacher Groups on the CDE Index. 
Group 
1 
Primary Women ••.••.••••.•••••. 
Intermediate Women •.•••••••••• 
Secondary Women •••••••.••••••• 
Intermediate Men •.••.•.••••••• 
Secondary Men •.••••..••••••••• 
6. Recapitulation 
Reliability 
.78 
.78 
.72 
.79 
-75 
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The purpose of the chapter.--It has been the intent of 
this chapter to put before the reader all of the data gathered 
by the writer concerning this investigation. The plan has 
consisted of defining parameters and presenting in simple, 
tabular form, a swnmary of the teacher performance in the vari-
ous areas measured and, then, computing the variance involved 
in each sc ore and showing graphically this same variance for 
better comparison. 
The writer's own instrument, the CDE Index, also has 
offered ample material for item analysis and the determination 
of reliability coefficients. 
An interpretation and a summary of these data· follows in 
chapter V. 
Chapter V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
1. The Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate 
the many characteristics of those individuals who come 
in contact daily with the children and youth of the 
community through classroom teaching-learning relation-
ships--namely, the classroom teacher. It was the 
further intent of this investigation to compare these 
teachers and determine whether or not "differences" 
in their characteristics would be evident among the 
various grade levels and between effective and 
ineffective teachers. 
Specifically, it was the aim of this research to 
determine what variances might be evident among primary, 
intermediate, and secondary effective and ineffective 
women teachers and among intermediate and secondary 
effective and ineffective men teachers concerning the y 
ten characteristics of the Guilford-Zimmerman Survey 
which follow: 
(1) Energy 
(2) Restraint (3) Ascendance (4) Sociability (5) Emotional Stability 
1/J. P. Guilford and Wayne Zimmerman, op. cit., pp.B. 
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(6) 
{7) {8) 
(9} 
(10) 
Objectivity 
Friendliness 
Thoughtfulness 
Personal Relations 
Masculinity 
Also, it was the intent of this study to develop 
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an instrument of research which would attempt to measure 
whether or not teachers were expecting more or less of 
children than they have a right to expect, and, to 
submit this test to all teachers participating in the 
experiment with the hope that it might offer some 
indication of patterns concerning differences among 
effective and ineffective teachers of all grade levels. 
2. Plan of the Study 
The plan of the study consisted of selecting a 
sample of teacher-volunteers from the primary, intermediate, 
and junior high school grades, c~t~gorizing the men and 
women in separate groups, and classifying these individuals 
according to effective and ineffective for each grade-level 
group by means of a supervisory rating and a test of 
discrimination. With the participants thus divided into 
ten groups, the main procedure was to determine what 
variance, if any, existed among the grade levels and 
between the effective and ineffective categories. 
Of major importance in the statistical calculations 
was the computation of analysis of variance F-values for 
each characteristic both between and among groups. This 
calculation obviates the fact that the acceptance or 
rejection of the nUll hypothesis was of prime importance 
in analyzing these data. 258 
In addition to the interpretations just mentioned 
it was also the plan of this study to draw from the 
research on child development the best authenticated 
material that could be found to justify the construction 
of an instrument which might offer promise in determin-
ing whether or not teachers expect more or less than they 
should of children. This necessitated the item analysis 
of this instrument using a chi square technique and the 
computation of reliability datausing a method developed 
.Y by Hoyt. 
Confirmation of correlative data for each trait 
score was also used to verify the unique separateness 
of each independent area measured. 
3. Limitations of the Study 
The intent of this study is to report the facts 
gathered from the instrQ~ents used in the investigation. 
No attempt is made to evaluate the educational programs 
carried on by the teachers of the various communities 
tested. Rather, it was the plan to choose communities 
whose school systems were reputed to be of average or 
above average calibre in the educational opportunities 
offered, making for a greater degree of comparibility. 
1/Cyril Hoyt, op. cit., pp. 153-160. 
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It must be realized that all conclusions or inferences 
drawn in this study apply only to those teachers who 
participated in the experiment. This analysis is 
indigenous to these teachers and is their own peculiar 
description. However, the methods used here are 
universally applicable to the study of any group around 
a similar basic plan. 
It has been explained elsewhere in some detail 
that the writer is aware of the limitation arising 
from the number of individuals participating in 
this study, but it is felt that the reader will be 
sympathetic to the tremendous barriers to be overcome 
in working with teachers rather than with pupils. The 
final sample represents nearly two years of testing, more 
than eighty test sessions, and countless appointments 
and interviews in the communities of the final sample 
and of those communities that refused to be a part of 
the experiment. 
Another limitation must be recognized as arising 
out of any attBilllpt to reduce traits of personality to 
paper and pencil measurement. Few researchers can 
agree on a common definition of this term and fewer 
still will reach common agreement on the best method 
of its measurement. 
Finally, the reader should be aware of the difficulty 
in obtaining teachers who would be professional enough to 
Cmoperate in taking all of the tests, yet could be truly 
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classified as ineffective. It is feared that in this 
volunteer situation many of the ineffective teachers 
dropped out as the testing progressed or never volunteered 
in the first place. It is, therefore, offered as a 
limitation of this and every other study involving good 
and poor teachers that quite possibly the nineff'ective"group 
is really not as poor as the ~ef:f'ective" group is good. 
This could only be overcome by securing a much larger 
sample and ref'ining the method of' selection considerably. 
These techniques, it is contended, are not within the 
physical resources of any single researcher, but are 
best carried out by a team. 
4. Findings of the Study 
The findings of this investigation pointed toward 
acceptance of the following conclusions: 
1. There are significant differences revealed 
concerning the personality characteristic of 
Restraint as it varies between effective and 
ineffective women teachers. The effective 
teachers whowed a greater tendency toward 
being "restrained or serioustt than the ineffective 
teachers. Also this area discriminated among 
the grade levels of the women teachers' groups 
revealing that the intermediate women teachers 
were more serious and restrained in their make-
up than were either of the other groups. 
2. In the area of Ascendance as opposed to 
Submissiveness, the effective Women teachers 
scored in a direction nearer to the Submissive 
aspect of this quality than did the ineffective 
teachers. 
3. The 0-factor, measuring Objectivity as opposed 
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to Subjectivity or Hypersensitiveness,uncovered 
differences among grade-level groups of the 
women teachers with the intermediate teachers 
scoring higher and more definitely toward the 
characteristic of being Objective or 11 thickskinned" 
than either of the other women teachers' groups. 
4. Many other of the personality factors, notably 
the S, F, E, M, G, and P factors, offer some 
promise of discriminatory power between effective 
and ineffective teachers and among teachers of 
the grade-level groups. However, in the test 
situation undertaken in this investigation 
none of these reached a magnitude of statistical 
significance. 
5. The correlations of each personality trait with 
all of the other personality traits were generally 
negative to very low which indicated that the 
test was actually measuring independent character-
istics or traits within the general area of 
personality. 
6. The CDE Index showed real possibility as a dis-
criminator between effective and ineffective 
women teachers. An F-value of 10.7195 confirmed 
differences at the one per cent level of 
confidence, which means that the sample mean 
differences are so great that it would occur 
in less than one per cent of the samples from 
populations in which the mean differences are 
zero. While all of the women teachers scored 
considerably below the optimum Index of 100, 
indicating that they tend to expect more of 
children than they should, the ineffective 
women teachers scored much lower than the 
effectives. 
7. The CDE Index did not reveal equally positive 
discriminatory power between effective and 
ineffective men teachers. However, with this 
group it did discriminate among the grade levels 
and showed graat differences among and between 
groups for interaction. These differences are 
evidenced by the fact that the intermediate 
effective men scored lower than did either the 
intermediate ineffectives or the secondary 
effectives, showing that they tend to expect 
more of children than do the other two groups. 
The secondary ineffective men scored lower than 
any other group taking the test, displaying a 
tendency for expecting far more of children 
than they should. This pattern of expecting 
more of children held true between effective 
and ineffective groups in every instance 
except between the effective and ineffective 
intermediate men. 
8. Correlations between the CDE Index and each 
of the personality traitsware encouragingly 
low ranging from -.539 to ,t.5o8 with the 
preponderance of coefficients lying in the 
negative or plus tens and twenties region. 
T&is indicated a minimmn of overlapping of 
this area with those qualities measured by 
the personality instrument. 
9. Item analysis and the construction of the 
CDE Index supports the contention that high 
validity exists. 
10. The reliability of the CDE Index seems to be 
adequate with coefficients ranging from .72 to 
.79. 
5. Implications of the Study 
The findings of this study have disclosed many 
interesting data which suggest implications worth 
investigating. Instead of finding multiple differences 
among the personality traits of the various groups, 
the findings imply that the teacher personality is 
almost a ncom..rnon denominator" to all groups of teachers 
and that it presents a very positive picture indeed. 
This suggests the implication that administrators 
and supervisors alike have a serious responsibility in 
choosing people to staff their schools who have healthy 
and well-balanced personality traits. 
Also, this common core of characteristics demands 
that supervision and in-service programs be directed 
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toward an enrichment and development of these personalities 
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so the children who come in contact with them in their 
school life will receive and appreciate the full impact 
of a positive, motivating force in each teacher. 
Another implication to be drawn from this investigation 
is that, while teach~feel no compunction at all about 
evaluating the work of others, they are not, as a whole, 
enthusiastic about being evaluated themselves. 
That teachers expect more of children than 
authorities sometimes feel they should is clearly implied 
in the findings of this study. Whether this is a lack 
of appreciation for the child development approach to 
education or due to other causes is a conclusion that 
cannot be made at this time. But it was evident that 
the less able teachers expected far mora of children 
than did the better teachers. 
Finally, it may be implied from this investigation 
that the truly "ineffective" individual, whose inefficiencies, 
lack of inta~gence, and so on, are bad enough to reflect 
unhealthy behavior and temperament patterns, is really 
a pretty rare thing in our public schools. 
6. Suggestions for Further Research 
Many interesting trends have been revealed throughout 
this study. However, to broaden this research and confirm 
or reject the findings presented here, the following 
suggestions are made: 
264 
1. Do this same research using a team of 
investigators employing the same techniques and 
instruments, but covering a larger number of 
teachers. 
2. Do this same study with a team of investigators 
employing the same instruments but using strict 
random sampling procedures on a larger number 
of teachers. 
3. Follow the same techniques as presented in this 
study but extend it into the upper secondary-
school grades using different instruments for 
discriminating between the effective and 
ineffective teachers. 
4. Devise and validate new instru..'1lents to discriminate 
between the effective and ineffective teacher. 
5. Use the CDE Index with seniors in teacher 
training institutions. Rate them after one, 
two, and three years on the job, and correlate 
this with the Index scores. 
6. Use the CDE Index with parents. Then devise 
instruments to measure traits of Self-reliance 
and Independence in children. Administer these 
instruments to the children whose parents reacted 
to the CDE Index and compute correlations. 
7. Do other studies utilizing the CDE Index to 
develop statistical validity data. 
8. Use the CDE Index with other child and youth 
service workers. Correlate results with 
teacher performance. 
9. Use the CDE Index to test teacher groups and 
administrators. Determine whether the "distance" 
between the child development standards is 
significant. 
10. Use the CDE Index with groups of parents, 
administrators, and teachers. Determine 
similarities and variances in the standards 
of these three groups. 
11. Use the CDE Index with groups of teachers, 
scoring by each of the five divisions of the 
test. Develop reliability and validity data. 
Determine whether or not teachers perform with 
any part~cular pattern concerning these areas. 
12. Employ the technique described in # 11 with 
groups of parents and administrators. 
This study contains many numbers. Their presence 
here should not belie this writer's basic feeling of 
inadequacy in relating the abstract symbols of numbers 
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to the behavior of human beings. The numbers in this 
investigation merely represent a concise way of presenting 
many data in a manner which will lend these findings 
to convenient comparison. 
The vast and complex field of human behavior with 
all the ramifications of personality and its relation 
to performance could not be, and are not claimed to be 
covered in this volume. The challenge for deeper, 
broader, and more intensive research in this area 
still remains. 
It is this writer's contention that the methods and 
instruments employed here, crude though they may be, are 
fundamental to attacking the problem, and it is his hope, 
that they may, in some small part, contribute to more 
refined measures and techniques for investigations of 
the future. 
APPENDICES 
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APPENDIX A 
Letter of Introduction to Teachers 
Dear Teacher: 
Boston University 
School of Education 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Your superintendent and principal have suggested 
that you might be willing to take part in an educational 
experiment being sponsored by the Boston University School 
of Education. 
This is an experiment to determine if there are 
any differences in the personal characteristics of teachers 
at the various grade levels. In other words, we hope to 
discover just what kind of personality is motivating teaching 
at the junior high, intermediate, and primary-grade levels 
and to dete~nine if there are any personality traits that are 
common to any particular level. 
To carry out this experiment, it has been 
necessary to ask teachers in good school systems to react 
to three inventories concerned with their thinking, their 
temperament, and their judgments. None of these inventoriea 
is a test in the sense that a high or low score is either 
~ood or-bad. Rather, they are designed to measure the 
'differences" discussed above. 
Please be assured that the results of anything 
you do will be used only by this researcher andonly as part 
of a general group statistical analysis. Your results will 
not be made available to anyone in your administration, but 
you will be provided with a personal analysis of everything 
you do. 
Many teachers during the past two months have 
already been measured and have found the experience interest-
ing and challenging. 
Wl"'lM: jk 
Sincerely, 
William r1. Mahoney, Principal 
Norton Elementary School 
APPENDIX B 
CDE Index Report To Teachers 
TEACHER CHARACT.ERISTICS SURV1!."'Y 
The Child Development Expectancy Index is an 
instrlli~ent which was devised to measure the judgment 
of teachers concerning the expected development of 
average children as they progress from birth to 
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young adulthood. The instrument was constructed from 
three main sources--The Vineland Social Maturity Scale 
by Edgar A. Doll; Developmental Diagnosis by A. Gesell 
and c. Amatruda; and the "Report of the Mid-century 
Committee on the Outcomes of Elementary Education" by 
Nolan Kearney. Nearly a thousand items from the three 
works cited were consolidated into some four hundred 
items. The final refinement of the instrument resulted 
in a total of 120 items centered around: self-help 
skills, communication skills, physical development, social 
and emotional development, and school-centered development. 
It is expected that those who react to this instrument 
will score somewhere below or above an• index of 100. 
Scores resulting in less than 100 indicate that a person 
tends to expect more than he has a right to expect of 
children. Scores-r6sulting in more than 100 indicate that 
a person tends to expect 1!!! than he ought to of children. 
The individual whose score approximates the optimum of 
100 will, therefore, be the one who most nearly agrees 
with the criterion judgments, or a score near 100 might 
indicate that the individual had an equal balance of under-
expecting and over-expecting in his judgments. 
Lest you become overly concerned about your score 
on this instrument, please remember that the objective 
of the TEACHER CHARACT~~ISTICS SURVEY in which you 
are taking part, is to determine if there are common 
differences in teachers at the primary, intermediate, 
and secondary school level. It may well be that 
11 over-expecting11 or "under-expecting" is a trait that 
is common to all teachers teaching at the same level 
that you are. 
Your CDE Index is noted below. 
Name CDE Index 
-------------------------------- ---------------
School ______________________________ Grade __________________ _ 
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Teacher Personality Analysis 
Name ____________ _ _____________ School __________________ __ 
Teacher Characteristics Survey Personality Analysis 
Median 
Inactivity General 
Activity 
Slowness Energy 
Impulsive- Restraint 
ness Seriousness 
Carefree Deliberate 
Submissive- Ascendance 
ness Social 
Boldness 
Shyness Sociability 
Seclusive- Social 
ness Interest 
Emotional Emotional 
Instability Stability 
Depression 
Subjectivity Objectivity 
Hypersensi- Thick skinned 
tiveness 
Touchiness 
Hostility - Friendliness 
Belliger- Agreeableness 
ence 
Thoughtlessness Thoughtfulness 
Extraversion RBflectiveness 
Criticalness Personal 
Relations 
Intolerance Tolerance 
Cooperativeness 
Sympathetic Hard Boiled 
Easily Not Easily 
Disgusted Disgusted 
Unsympathetic 
Median 
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Supervisory Rating Sheet 
CLASSIFICATION QE TEACHERS 
School 
-----------------------------------------------
Massachusetts 
-----------------------------------------------
---------------------------------------------Principal 
____ 19_ 
"Effective teaching" is an elusive term which 
means something different to nearly everyone who tries 
to define it. However, it is felt that everyone would 
agree that the "effective teacher 11 is truly an individual 
whose personal qualities and professional preparation 
enable him to be outstandingly successful in creating 
the kind of teaching-learning environment in which it 
is evidenced that boys and girls show marked mental, 
physical, social, spiritual, and emotional growth. 
This all-encompassing definition, of course, 
brings out many mental pictures. The task requested of 
you is to think of your own teaching staff and to list 
the names of the 25% of your staff that most nearly 
approximates this ideal of the "effectiv6""""t'eacher" and, 
also, to list the names of the 25% of your staff that 
least nearly approximates this ideal of the "effective 
teacher." Possibly it might be easier to think of the 
25% "most effectivet' as those individuals who are moat 
important in the operation of your school and the ~ 
"least effective, 11 as those teachers whose services are 
least important to the operation of your school. 
It is entirely possible that !11 of your teachers 
are effective and important in the operation of your 
school. However, within the scope of the definitions 
listed above they can undoubtedly be classified into the 
two widely separated categories suggested with a fair 
amount of objectivity. 
PLEASE BE ASSURED THAT THIS IS MERELY AN INITIAL 
SCREENING TECHNIQUE AND THAT YOUR RESPONSES WILL REMAIN 
ENTIRELY CONFID&'JTIAL. 
If the numbers on your staff do not make for an 
even division of 25% at the upper and lower level, 
classify according to the next largest number divisible 
by four, even though it may make your groups somewhat 
larger than 25% of the total starr. 
Please turn to next page. 
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Total number of teachers on the staff •••••••••• __________ _ 
25% MOST EFFECTIVE 
Name Grade Level 
L. 
2 • 
• 
• 
• 
6. 
7. 
8 • 
• 
10. 
11. 
25% LEAST EFFECTIVE 
1. 
2 • 
• 
• 
• 
6. 
7. 
s. 
10. 
11. 
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APPENDIX E 
Letter of Appreciation to Teachers 
Dear Teacher: 
Norton Elementary School 
Norton, Massachusetts 
Please accept my appreciation for your help in 
taking the £irst inventory in the Teacher Characteristics 
Survey. The enclosed paper indicates your results in 
this measure and, I hope, will be of interest to you. 
As a teacher I am sure you can realize the frailty 
of any paper-and pencil measuring device. For this reason 
you should consider your results with care, but should 
not be unduly upset if they do not reflect exactly what 
you think they should. For the purposes of this research, 
there will, of course, be hundreds of scores considered. 
If you wish further interpretation of your score, 
I shall be happy to talk with you at our next meeting. 
Sincerely, 
William M. Mahoney 
Supervising Principal 
WMM:jk 
APPENDIX F 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT EXPECTANCY INDEX 
An instrument for measuring the judgment of 
adults concerning the expected development of 
children from birth through young adulthood 
Devised by William M. Mahoney 
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Name----------------------------------------------------------
School Grade 
7
l_e_v_e~l--o_r ______________________________________________ __ 
Subject taught ______________________________________________ __ 
Years of Experience ______ __ Today' s Date 
----------------------
DIRECTIONS 
The items noted below occur at some time during the life 
of all normal individuals from birth to young adulthood (0-20 
years). As teachers we should be in a logical position to 
know the usual age-level when each function first becomes 
sufficiently well-developed to be a natural part of the average 
individual's make-up. Be careful to avoid thinking of specific 
individuals and attempt to put down your estimate of the age-
level for the average person. 
Write your estimate of the appropriate age for every 
item in the parentheses beside the statement as indicated in 
the sample below. Use only one age-level for each item, and 
be sure to answer every item:--
SAMPLE. 
A. Goes to school unattended ( 
---
TAKE ALL THE TIME YOU WISH AND REMEMBER YOUR ANSWERS ARE 
MERELY A PART OF A TOTAL RESEARCH PICTURE. THEY WILL NOT 
BE USED BY ANYONE IN YOUR SCHOOL SYSTEM. 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 Total Index 
I 
- i 
' 
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOX 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT EXPECTANCY INDEX 
1. Drinks from a cup or glass unassisted 
2. Knows the parts of speech 
3. Rolls over 
4. Begins to accept conventional etiquette of eating 
5. Can measure accurately with a ruler 
6. Pulls off socks or slippers 
7. Reads on own initiative 
8. Kicks large ball 
9. Can assurae group leadership 
10. Has some of the skills for making pictorial maps, 
dioramas, etc. 
11. Asks to go to toilet 
12. Can sound out 6 out of 10 completely phonetic 
unfamiliar words 
13. Plays group and competitive games 
14. Rebels somewhat at complete validity of statements 
of adults 
15. Informed about effects of alcohol and drugs on 
the body 
16. Cuts his own meat at meals unassisted 
17. Writes occasional short letters, addressing and 
mailing them without help 
18. Runs fairly well without falling 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
I 
-
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOX 
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(_) 
(_} 
~-) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_} 
(_) 
{_) 
(_) 
{_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
19. Disavows literal Santa Claus 
20. Has some comprehension of time relationships in 
geologic ages 
21. Travels to any point, near or distant, independently 
making all arrangements for tickets, transportation, 
etc. 
22. Can follow the main action in stories 5o pages long 
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23. Can handle safely the machines and gadgets encountered 
in home and school living 
24. Is able to accept group decisions gracefully 
25. Can bridge tens 
26. Purchases independently such clothing accessories as 
neckties, ribbons, undergarments, etc. 
27. Looks up telephone numbers and carries out complete 
function of placing a call 
28. Understands the major aspects of reproduction in humans 
29. Substitutes "realistic" ideals for "Glamorous" ideals 
30. Can write Roman _Numerals up to XX 
31. Walks downstairs one step per tread 
32. Has a silent reading rate of between 95 and 120 words 
per minute 
33. Protects the "underdog" 
34. Chooses same sex for ordinary play 
35. Can recognize some musical instruments by sound 
36. Uses , simple tools or utensils 
37. Follows general news, national and local sports, etc., 
from newspaper, radio, television, and conversation 
Area 1 12 3 41 5 ~ Total ' l 
I~· ~ 1 ~ f 
~ ' 
- ' 
~ 1 ' f ' ~ A 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
( 
(_) 
_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
( ) 
(_) 
(_) 
( 
38. Goes to school unattended 
39. Engages in 11 Social" club activities 
40. Knows the relative locations of the major regions of 
the world 
41. Does such tasks as dusting, cleaning, wiping dishes, 
etc. 
42. can make 5 to 10-minute oral reports 
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(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
43. Plays "school," and sand-lot baseball, 
etc. 
follow-the-leader, 
44- Adopts the social conventions of sex modesty 
45. Can read any number up to 1,000,000 
46. Pulls a toy along the floor 
47. Answers ads; purchases by mail 
48. Uses such toys as scooter, sled, tricycle, etc. 
49. Realizes his actions will affect the response of others 
to him 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
_) 
5o. Has a reading vocabulary of 300 history and geography 
words and a recognition vocabulary of an additional 300 { ____ ) 
51. Bathes self unaided ( ____ ) 
52. Can spell from dictation 7 out of 10 unfamiliar.one-
syllable words if they are completely phonetic ( ____ ) 
53. Knows the food co~binations and vitamins necessary for 
a wholesome meal ( ____ ) 
54. Has a collection hobby 
55. Can measure areas of simple plane figures 
56. Does odd jobs such as gardening, delivering newspap.ers, 
{_) 
{_) 
etc., for remuneration { ____ ) 
Area 1 2 3i4f5 
'i. 
Total 
I I 
-
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57. Can spell about 1500 common words 
58. Can skip or hop on one foot 
59. Shows consideration for the opposite sex 
60. Recognizes perspective. in art 
61. Uses table knife for spreading 
62. Understands that many words pair off as opposites 
63. Does little errands around the house 
64. Reaction to failure results in modifying own behavior 
65. Reads silently at the rate of 200 words per minute 
66. Puts on coat or dress unassisted 
67. Can write legibly 40 to 60 letters a minute 
68. Can throw and catch a large softball 
69. Cries very little over mild physical accidents 
70. Can solve simple one-step and two-step arithmetic 
71. Goes about home town freely 
72. Writes business and social letters to impart serious 
information 
73. Begins to develop skill in social dancing 
74. Competes for the teacher's approval 
75. Rejects vocational choices based on childish fantasies 
76. Pefforms responsible routine chores with little or no 
direction 
77. Uses a separate paragr~ph for each direct quotation 
in written expression 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
I 
-
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOX 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
( ) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
) 
(_ ) 
( ) 
-
( ) 
-
( ) 
-
( 
-
) 
( ) 
-
( ) 
(_) 
( ) 
(_) 
(_) 
( ) 
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7~. Can jump rope and suspend from a bar ( ____ ) 
79. Shows pride in completing his share of a class-project 
by calling attention to it ( ____ 
80. Can produce simple designs from memory ( ____ ) 
81. Selects appropriate clothes with regard to peer customs ( ____ ) 
82. Uses complex sentences correctly when necessary ( ____ ) 
83. Turns pages singly ____ ) 
84. Knows how to take turns in games, sports, or talking 
85. Can use co~~on units of cubic measure 
86. Begins to systematize his work in order to accomplish 
goals 
87. Can remember a series of three or more steps when 
listening to directions 
88. Knows the correct names for the parts of the body 
89. Has no undue fear of a doctor, dentist, or nurse 
90. Knows about the products that common animals provide 
to man 
91. Handles own spending money (at least $1.00 per week) 
92. Can name and recognize all the letters of the alphabet 
in random order 
93. Begins to accept own physical and intellectual limita-
tions 
94. Habitually assumes responsibility for the safety of 
others 
95. Has a recognition span of at least four-letter words 
such as "come" and 11hand." 
Area 11 ' 2 3 I 4 5 Total 
I 
- I 
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOX 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
( ) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
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9~. Exercises complete care of dress ( ____ ) 
97. Can read simple diagrams, graphs, and tables ( ____ 
98. Can arrange classroom furniture for effective group work ( ____ ) 
99. Has some capacity to be a good sport when defeated ( ____ ) 
100. Knows how to use a table of contents and index ( ____ ) 
101. Walks about room unattended ( ____ ) 
102. Knows the standards of letter formation, spacing, and 
alignment in manuscript or cursive form ( ____ ) 
103. Can build boats and houses of blocks ( ____ ) 
104. Accepts the rights of others to have a faith different 
from his own 
105. Feels himself a part of clean playgrounds, orderly 
halls, etc. 
106. Can spend up to an hour an evening on constructive 
projects without parental supervision 
107. Has a recognition span of 2 or 3 words 
108. Can skip to music in unison with others 
109,. Can preside over a meeting with skill 
110. Uses reference books to gain information 
111. Cares for self at toilet 
112. Talks to others about an experience with a playmate 
113. Has a desire to be attractive and clean 
114. Shows concern for unfinished work, satisfaction at 
completed work 
115. Can read a simple melody 
" 3 14 Area 1 2. 5 Total 
I 
-
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOX 
( ) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
(_) 
( ) 
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116. Covers nose and mouth with handkerchief when sneezing ( ____ ) 
117. Can spell 500 to 700 of the most commonly used words ( ____ ) 
118. Eats with a spoon independently ( ____ ) 
119. Respects opinions of others but is becoming more 
critical of adults (_) 
120. Can blend voice in "part" singing ( ) 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
I 
-
DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOX 
APPENDIX G 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT EXPECTANCY INDEX 
An instrument for measuring the judgments of 
adults concerning the expected development of 
children from birth through young adulthood. 
A MANUAL OF INSTRUCTIONS 
280 
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PURPOSE OF !!!§ INSTRUMENT 
The CHILD DEVELOPMENT EXPECTANCY INDEX has been 
designed to reveal the judgment capacity or an individual 
in regard to his attitude concerning the expected development 
of average children as they progress from birth to young 
adulthood. 
The word "judgment,n of course, indicates that there will 
be some mental competition between the subjects being examined 
and the test constructor, concerning "age-leveln placements 
of the various items. This is mora apt to arise in the 
subject who thinks of the items in terms of a single 
individual rather than the "average" child at a given age-
level. For this reason caution should be given to the 
examinee to keep in mind the "average" child as he makes 
his estimates. 
The instrument is organized around five major aspects 
of child development: 
(1) Selr-help Skills 
(2) Communication Skills 
(3) Physical Development 
(4) Social and Emotional Development 
(5) School-centered Development 
These areas were consolidated from lists compiled by 11 y 
Doll and Kearney in their studies of child development in 
the manner indicated below. 
I/Edgar A. Doll, The Measurement or Social Competence, 
Educational Publishers, Inc., Philadelphia, 1953, pp 75-257. 
g}Nolan c. Kearney, Elementary School Objectives, Russell 
Sage Foundation, New York, 1953, pp. 53-120. 
1. SELF-HELP SKILLS 
2. COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
3. PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT 
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Self-help-general (Doll) 
Self-help-eating (Doll) 
Self-help-dressing (Doll) 
Communication (Doll and Kearney) 
Locomotion 
Physical Development 
Occupation 
(Doll) 
(Doll) 
(Doll) 
4. SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL Social and Emotional 
DEVELOPMENT Development (Kearney) 
Ethical Behavior, Standards, 
Values (Kearney) 
Self Direction (Doll) 
Socialization (Doll) 
Social World (Kearney) 
Social Relations (Kearney) 
5. SCHOOL-CENTERED Physical World (Kearney) 
DEVELOPMENT Esthetic Development (Kearney) 
Quantitative Relationships(Kearney) 
It will be noted that the items appear in the test in 
rotation according to the categories listed above. In 
this way, if one is interested in a single "expectancy index,tt 
for example, on SCHOOL-CENTERED items, he need be concerned 
with only every fifth item (5, 10, 15, etc.). If and index 
on COMMUNICATION SKILLS is desired, the second item in every 
group of five (2, 7, 12, 17, etc.) can be used, and so on 
for each of the five divisions. 
RELIABILITY 
The reliability for this instrument was established y 
using a formula developed by Hoyt and yielded the following: 
Group 
Table 1. Hoyt Reliability Coefficients for 
the CDE Index Obtained from Public 
School Teachers in Grades I-IX. 
N Reliability 
Primary Women 87 
lJHoyt, Cyril, "Test Reliability Obtained By Analysis of Variance," 
Psychometrika, (June, 1941), Vol. 6, p. 155. 
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Table 1. (Concluded) 
Group N Reliability 
Intermediate Women 79 .78 
Secondary Women 67 .72 
Intermediate Men 22 .79 
Secondary Men 56 .75 
VALIDITY 
The validity of this instrument rests with its 
construction. All items were taken from the well-documented 
y' ?:./ 'jj 
and validated studies of Doll, Kearney, and Gesell. Doll's 
Vineland Social Maturity Scale has been used and revised 
during the last seventeen years as one of the outstanding 
I 
individual measures of childi development with both normal 
I 
and abnormal children. I 
I The report of the Mid C;entury Committee on Outcomes 
of Elementary Education was presented by Kearney under 
the title, Elementary School Objectives, and is a 
compendium of the following concerning the age and grade-
placement of various phases of child development: 
1/Edgar A. Doll, 6p. cit., p. 75. 
g/Nolan Kearney, Op. 6it., p. 52. 
l(A. Gesell and c. Amatruda, Developmental Diagnosis, Harper 
Bros., New York, 1954, pp. 59-86. 
1. G. Lester Anderson 
Dean or Administration, University of Buffalo 
2. Glenn o. Blough 
Division of Elementary and Secondary Schools 
u. s. Office of Education 
3. Luella Cole 
Educational Writer and Consultant 
4. John J. DeBoer 
Pror. of Education, University of Illinois 
5. Robert J. Havighurst 
Committee on Human Development, u. or Chicago 
6. Gertrude Hildreth 
Asst. Prof. or Education, New York University 
7. Harold E. Jones, Director 
Institute of Child Welfare 
u. of California at Berkeley 
8. Alice v. Keliher, Asst. Pror. of Education 
New York University 
9. Douglas M. More 
Committee on Human Development, u. of Chicago 
10. Willard G. Olson, Dean College of Education 
University of Michigan 
11. Robert R. Sears 
Pror. or Education, Harvard Graduate School 
12. Ruth Strang, Pror. of Education 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
13. H. G. Wheat, College of Education 
W. Virginia University 
14. w. Paul Allen, Principal 
Fox Meadow Elementary School 
Scarsdale, New York 
15. Mary D. Barnes, Principa~ 
Abraham Lincoln School 
Elizabeth, N. J. 
16. Charles Coxe 
Englewood Public Schools 
Englewood, N. J. 
17. Eva M. Dratz, Demonstration Teacher 
College of Education, University of Minnesota 
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18. Katherine Glendinning, Principal 
Bryant-Webster School 
Denver, Colorado 
19. Margaret J. Hrunilton 
Eastern School 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 
20. Douglass Harlan 
Elementary School 
Mabtinsburg, West Virginia 
21. Frances E. Noll 
Truesdell School, Washington, D. c. 
22. Emily H. Surtees, Principal 
Brighton Ave. School, Atlantic City, N. J. 
23. Hazel Van Cleve 
Beaumont School, Portland, Oregon 
y' 
The Gesell study claims much validity from the 
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exhaustive motion pictures which were taken of children 
in the Yale Clinic. 
While some may differ in the exact placement made 
of various knowledges and behaviors in the above works, 
most would agree that, within the limits of the scoring 
procedure to be described later, there is a reasonably 
accurate concensus of many exceptionally well-qualified 
experts with which one can compare the judgments of the 
individuals reacting to this inventory. 
DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING 
Hand out the test booklets and instruct the group to 
fill in the personal data in the blanks provided. 
Then say to the group: THIS INVENTORY IS DESIGNED 
TO BE USED WITH GROUPS OF TEACHERS AS PART OF A LARGER 
BATT~RY OF RESR~RCH INSTRUMENTS AIMED AT DISCOVERING IF 
1/Arnold Gesell and c. Amatruda, Op. cit., p. 59. 
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CERTAIN DIFFERENCES EXIST IN THE GENERAL PERSONAL MAKE-UP 
OF TEACHERS AT VARIOUS GRADE-LEVELS. 
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 1 AND READ 'rHE DIRECTIONS SILENTLY 
WHILE I READ THEM ALOUD. 
tt THE IT~S NOTED BELOW OCCUR AT SOME TiiVIE DURING THE 
LIFE OF ALL NORY~L INDIVIDUALS FROM BIRTH TO YOUNG ADULT-
HOOD {0-20). AS TEACHERS WE SHOULD BE IN A LOGICAL POSITION 
TO KNOW THE USUAL AGE-LEVEL WHEN EACH FUNCTION FIRST BECOMES 
SUFFICIENTLY WELL-DEVELOPED 'l'O BE A NATURAL PART OF THE 
AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL'S MAKE-UP. BE CAREFUL TO AVOID THINKING 
OF SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALS AND ATTEI'1P'r TO PUT DOWN YOUR ESTIMATE 
OF THB AGE-LEV~L FOR THE AVERAGE PERSON. 
WRITE YOUR ESTIMATE OF THE APPROPRIATE AGE FOR EVERY 
ITEM IN TH3 PARE}lTHESES BESIDE THE STATEMENT AS INDICATED 
IN THE SAMPLE BELOW." 
Sample: 
A. Goes to school unattended ( ____.5'----) 
Say to the group: ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS ABOU'r THE SA1'1PLE? 
Allow as much time as necessary for questions. 
Say to ~ group: TAKE ALL THE TIME YOU WISH AND, RZMEMBER, 
YOUR ANSWERS ARE MERELY A PART OF A To·rAL RESEARCH PICTURE. 
THEY WILL ~ BE USED BY ANYONE IN YOUR SCHOOL SYSTEM. 
BEGIN ON PAGE TWO AND GO TO THE END OF THE TEST WITHOU'r 
STOPPING. DO NOT SKIP ANY STATEMENTS! EVEN YOUR GUESS 
IS VALUABLE. 
SCORING 
The scoring keys provided list a three-year age-span 
indicating the time when the development of each behavior 
should be sufficiently well-established to be categorized. 
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In choosing each age-span it has been the intent to include 
y' 
the years both above and below that established by Doll 
?:! :JI 
and Gesell and, in the case of Kearney, to include the ages 
which he designates as the primary, intermediate, and 
junior high school levels. 
The test corrector, using the scoring keys, should 
check each teacher response against that on the score key. 
if the teacher response on an item matches any one of the 
three age-levels on the score key, a score of 0 should be 
credited to that item; if the teacher response for an item 
falls above the three age-levels on the score card, a score 
of-fl should be credited to that item; and, if the teacher 
response for an item falls below the three age-levels on the 
score card, a score of -1 should be credited to that item. 
For example, in the sample item: 
A. Goes to school unattended (_..::;..5_) 
the score card indicates that either 4, 5, or 6 would be an 
acceptable answer, If the subject's response were 7 or more, 
he would receive a f 1 score for the item. If the subject's 
response were 3 or less, he would receive a - 1 score for the 
item, If the subject's score were either 4, 5, or 6, he 
would be in agreement with the criterion judgments and 
would receive a score of 0. 
As may be seen, there are five different sets of major 
areas of child development covered by the test. The 
!/Edgar Doll, Op. cit., p, 75. 
gjA, Gesell and c. Amatruda, Op. cit., p. 59. 
~Nolan Kearney, Op, 6it., p. 52 
288 
researcher may be interested in only one particular phase 
of development and, thus, would check only the items that 
apply. 
For the individual interested in the total score, there 
is provided a single score key which will facilitate 
greatly the tabulating of the total responses. It is 
recommended that those who might have a need for separating 
the results into the five major areas, correct each test 
accordingly and enter the plus and minus scores in the space 
provided at the bottom of each page. Finally, the sub scores 
or totals for each page can be substituted in the box provided 
on the first page and the CDE Index computed as follows: 
!I Use the .formula: 
CDE Index • 100 ( 1 f U ; D ) 
Where: U = Sum of the overestimated items 
D = Sllin of the underestimated items 
N = Number of items in the text 
Ex. f scores = 56 
- scores : 26 
130 
Substituting: 
CDE Index : 100 ( 1 f 56 226 ) 
1 0 
• 100 ( 1 f l~g ) 
• 100 ( 1 f .25) 
= 100 (1.25) = 125 
!fJ. E. Alman, Director, Boston University Office of Statistical 
and Research Services, developed the formula for use with 
this scoring technique. 
Thus, the teacher in the £irst example shows a 
tendency toward expecting less or children than he 
should. 
In the £ollowing example the contrary is true. 
Ex. f scores = 26 
- scores = ~ 
-30 
Substituting: 
CDE Index : 100 (1 f 26 - 56 ) 
120 
- 100 (1 f - 30 ) 
- 120 
= 100 (1 - .25 ) 
= 100 
y 
(.75) = ...J2..:. 
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It is expected that those who react to this instrument 
will score somewhere below or above an index of 100. Scores 
resulting in less than 100 indicate that a person tends to 
expect ~ than he has a right to expect or children. 
Scores resulting in more than 100 indicate that a person 
expects !!!! than he ought to or children. The individual 
whose score approximates the optimum or 100 will, or course, 
be the one who most nearly agrees with the criterion 
judgments, or, a score near 100 might indicate that the 
individual had an equal balance or under-expec ti!lg .·and 
overexpecting in his judgments. 
1/Tables giving the corresponding CDE Index scores £or each 
raw score £ollow and will eliminate computations £or 
each score. 
Score Index 
(1) (2) 
1 101 
2 102 
3 103 
4 103 
5 104 
6 105 
7 106 
8 107 
9 108 
10 108 
11 109 
12 110 
13 111 
14 112 
15 113 
16 113 
17 114 
18 115 
19 116 
eo 117 
21 118 
22 118 
23 119 
24 120 
25 121 
Table 2. Conversion of CDE Raw Scores 
from Positive Numbers to CDE 
Index Scores. 
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Score Index Score Index Score Index 
(3) (4) {$) (6) {7) {8) 
26 122 51 143 76 163 
27 123 52 143 77 164 
28 123 53 144 78 165 
29 124 54 145 79 166 
30 125 55 146 80 167 
31 126 56 147 81 168 
32 127 57 148 82 168 
33 128 58 148 83 169 
34 128 59 149 84 170 
35 129 60 150 85 171 
36 130 61 151 86 172 
37 131 62 152 87 173 
38 132 63 153 88 173 
39 133 64 153 89 174 
40 133 65 154 90 175 
41 134 66 155 91 176 
42 135 67 156 92 177 
43 136 68 157 93 178 
44 137 69 158 94 178 
45 138 70 158 95 179 
46 138 71 159 96 180 
47 139 72 160 97 181 
48 140 73 161 98 182 
49 141 74 162 99 183 
50 142 75 163 100 183 
Score Index 
(1) (2) 
1 99 
2 98 
3 97 
4 97 
5 96 
6 95 
7 94 
8 93 
9 92 
10 92 
11 91 
12 90 
13 89 
14 88 
15 87 
16 87 
17 86 
18 85 
19 84 
20 83 
21 82 
22 82 
23 81 
24 80 
25 79 
Table 3. Conversion of CDE Raw Scores 
from Negative Numbers to CDE 
Index Scores. 
Score Index Score Index Score Index 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
26 78 51 57 76 37 
27 77 52 57 77 36 
28 77 53 56 78 35 
29 76 54 55 79 34 
30 75 55 54 80 33 
31 74 56 53 81 33 
32 73 57 52 82 32 
33 72 58 52 83 31 
34 72 59 51 84 30 
35 71 60 50 85 29 
36 70 61 49 86 28 
37 69 62 48 87 28 
38 68 63 47 88 27 
39 67 64 47 89 26 
40 67 65 46 90 25 
41 66 66 45 91 24 
42 65 67 44 92 23 
43 64 68 43 93 23 
44 63 69 42 94 22 
45 62 70 42 95 21 
46 62 71 41 96 20 
47 61 72 40 97 19 
48 60 73 39 98 18 
49 59 74 38 99 18 
50 58 75 38 100 17 
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Appendix I 
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for 
RICHTER STANDAP.D INTERVIEW 
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